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Three types of undergraduate practice teaching 
environments — student teaching, interning, and micro- team 
teaching — were evaluated on the basis of the changes they produced in 
practice teachers* self-concept and openroindedness- Four instruments 
were administered to 121 practice teachers specializing in elementary 
education and to their cooperating teachers (N=69) in the fall and 
spring of 1970-71 academic year. The instruments were the “Minnesota 
Teacher Attitude Inventory"; Wrightman's "Philosophy of Human 
Nature"; Harvey’s "This I Believe"; and a questionnaire, developed 
for the study, which surveyed opinions about the nature of the 
practice teaching environment- A separate— sample, pretest-posttest 
design was used; data were analyzed with analysis of variance and 
Chi-square techniques. Findings indicate that the micro-team teachers 
and interns were more openrainded as a result of their experience than 
were student teachers. There was no significant change in the 
self-concept of any of the practice teachers- Since the interns were 
selected on the basis of higher academic achievement and personal 
interviews, the findings suggest that micro-team teaching provides a 
superior environment- (Included are a 74-item bibliography, a 
description of micro-team teaching, and the four instruments.) 
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ABSTRACT 



A COMPARATIVE EVALUATION OF THE EFFECTIVENESS OF STUDENT TEACHING, 
INTERNING, AND MICRO-TEAM TEACHING IN UNDERGRADUATE 

TEACHER TRAINING 



Burton E. Altman 
John E* Castek 

Wisconsin State University— La Crosse 



Reported arc the findings of an evaluation of three different 

types of undergraduate practice teaching environments— student teach- 

\ 

ing, interning and micro-team teaching. Criteria used in the evalua- 
tion were the measurement of change in the practice teacher's self 
concept and openmindedness. Three instruments, the Minnesota Te acher- 
Attitude Inventory . Wright s.man ' s Philosophy of Human Nature and 0. J. 
Harvey's This I Believe v/eru administered to one hundred ninety co- 
operating teachers and practice teachers involved in one of the 
three types of practice teaching organizations. An experimental 
separate sample pre-test post— test design, and a statistical model 
utilizing a two way analysis of variance unequal cell frequencies, 
were used for the study. The instruments were administered ini- 
tially in the fall semester of the 1970-1971 academic year and 
replicated in the spring. 

The findings indicate that the micro-team teachers and the 

interns v/ere more openminded as a result of their experience than 

were the student teachers. There v/as no significant change in the 

self concept of any of the practice teachers as a result of their 

field experience. Because the interns are selected on the basis of 

higher academic achievement and personal interviews, and since there 

v;ere no real differences between them and the micro- team teachers, 

the findings suggest that the mici-o-team teaching organization pro- 

1 

vides a superior environment. 
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Chapt er 1 



INTRODUCTION 

BACKGROUND OF THE PROBLEI-I 

i 

i 

With the exception of a fev/ generaliots v/riti^nG about the 
issues related to teacher training, there seems to be a general 
concensus of opinion that practice teaching is one of the most sig- 
nificant and highly relevant experiences offered in any teacher 
training program. This point of view is strengthened by the over- 
whelming general endorsement given it by practice teachers who 
have completed this phase of their training (Bennie, 1964 ; Wrablew- 
ski, 1963 ; Hermanowicz, 1966 ). Although other research surveys 
have indicated that students expressed criticism about some of 
the supervisory aspects of practice teaching, such as in the 
amount of supervision and support given by the college supervisor 
or cooperating teacher (Carr., 1967; Fleming, I 968 ; Lawther, 1970), 
the premise, even with the accumulation of these findings, is 
still held by academicians, practitioners, and even critics that 
practice teaching in any of its variant forms is the most relevant 
experience in the teacher education program. Conant (1963) cites 
student teaching as the "one indisputable essential element in 
professional education." Why? 

The justification most frequently accorded this position 
is that it is one of the few practical experiences provided teach- 
ers in training (Johnson, 1963)» It is the time v/hen the teacher 
trainee has the chance to make operational the concepts and gener- 
alizations developed in his methods, psychology, or other liberal 
arts courses; that is, it is the time when ho can apply in the 
classroom setting what he knows about individual differences, 
learning theory, or lesson planning. It j.s the time v/hen the neo- 
phyte can utilize in teaching his Imov/ledge of science, social 
science, and the humanities— that is, he teaches children what he 
knows about the geography of the Midwest, the causes of pollution, 
or the writing of a creditable business letter, etc. In other 
words, to restate the importance of practice teaching in the Ian- 
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guage of a shibboleth of the twentieth century~"it bridges theory 
with practice. 

With more emphasis in teacher education being placed upon 
field teaching, it should be noted that this could result in a 
"bad trip". Some educationists indicate that practice teaching 
may result in the development of a form of teaching behavior that 
is not only stagnant but, even worse, highly detrimental to the 
countless number of children who might be trapped v/ith that teach- 
er. John Dewey (I904) stated almost seventy years ago: 

Now the teacher who is plunged prematurely into the pres- 
sing and practical problem of keeping order in the schoolroom 
has almost of necessity to make supreme the matter of external 
attention. The teacher has not yet had the training which af- 
fords psychological insight— which enables him to judge prompt- 
ly (and therefore almost automatically) the kind and mode of 
subject matter which the pupil needs at a given moment to keep 
his attention moving forv/ard effectively and healthfully. He 
does know, hov/ever, that he must maintain order; that he must 
keep the attention of the pupils fixed upon his own questions, 
suggestions, instructions, and remarks, and upon their "les- 
sons". . . The student (teacher) adjusts his actual methods of 
teaching, not to the principles which he is acquiring, but to 
what he sees other teachers doing who are more experienced and 
successful in keeping order than he is; and to instructions and 
directions given him by others* In this way the controlling 
habits of the teacher finally get fixed with comparatively 
little reference to principles in the psychology, logic, and 
history of education. 

Dewey feared that practice teaching could become nothing 
more than a period for trainees to try out a maximum number of 
managerial skills designed to keep order rather than promote learn- 
ing. Albert Yee (1968) expressed essentially the same concern: 

Little attention has been given to the identification of 
factors that significantly determine the nature of outcomes in 
student teaching experiences. Not knowing for sure what really 
matters in, student teaching, very little empirical research has 
been conducted to explain how it affects the pandi date in his 
professional development. Until much greater knowledge is 
sought and found concerning what vairiables really matter and how 
they affect behavior, systematic improvements in student teaching 
programs will be unlikely. 

Yee found from his descriptive study that the most signif- 
icant variables were the human relationships existing among the 



student teacher, cooperating teacher, and supervising teacher. The 
findings of his study make a strong case for the need to find means 
of improving what is essentiallj’- the educational setting in prac- 
tice teaching— the interpersonal relationships among the three 
principals involved: the student, the supervisor, and the cooperat- 

ing teacher. 

It is because of the researchers' position— that the environ- 
ment in v/hich practice teaching takes place is significant to a 
successful pre-service teaching experience— that this study was de- 
signed. To some extent, the practice teaching environment is the 
result of administrative decisions: the grouping of children in 

\ 

the classroom, the equipment and material available, the teaching i 

load, the special services available, etc.; however, to a much ! 

larger extent, in the opinion of the principal investigators, the 
environment is the by-product of human interactions, which there has 
been little deliberate effort to control: the courtesies and dis- 

courtesies that practice teachers experience; the prevailing be- 
liefs about what is important in the practice teaching program and 
what is mere surface and facade; and the extent to which the pro- 
fessional educators are open to the opinions, suggestions, and 
judgments offered by the practice teacher. It was with the pur- 
pose of studying empirically the environment for practice teaching 
that this project was designed. 

Presently the setting for practice teaching has been iden- 
tified with two major types of terminal undergraduate practice 
teaching field experiences, namely, student teaching and intern- 
ship. The basic difference between these field experiences, in 
the opinion of the investigators, is that the student teacher 
assumes increasing responsibility for a classroom after an extended 
period of guided teaching, whereas, the intern assumes all teach- 
ing responsibilities from the beginning and is paid a small sti- 
pend for this service. V/ithin these two major forms there have 
been variations of the basic structure which, for the most part, 
have dealt with the number of hours during the day the student 
teacher teaches (i*e. , from a few hours a day to full days); and 
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the number of days one teaches (i«e«| from half semester to full 
semester coinciding with either the university's or the school sys- 
tem's calendar). These variations then can best be classified as 
differences within a basic format rather than as different types of 
teaching environments. Along with these two forms~student teach- 
ing and interning— *a new type of field teaching has also been de- 
veloped which in many ways attempts to offer another environment 
for practice teaching. The third type, micro-team teaching, is a 
team teaching operation which is scaled down and takes place in a 
single self-contained classroom, with two student teachers and one 
experienced teacher functioning as a team (Altman, 1969i 1970). 

(See Appendix A for a complete description of micro-team teaching.) 

In concert with the objectives of the other forms of field ex- 
periences in v/hich the primary purpose is to give the practice 
teacher direct supervised experience v/ith pupils and to enable the 
student to integrate all aspects of his professional training (Wal- 
ters and Halstead, 1962), the micro-team setting differs from the 
other two forms by providing for extensive team planning time. The 
consequence of this experience is that the cooperating teacher, who 
plans v/ith the practice teachers as a member of the team, will 
hopefully attempt to strengthen the practice teachers' openness to new 
ideas through cooperative planning activities. 

At this point one might ask, "Don't student teachers and 
interns plan with their cooperating teachers?"; and of course the 
answer would be yes. However, it appears from a review of the 
literature describing the student teaching and internship experi- 
ences that the planning is primarily designed to outline or examine 
the practice teacher's instructional tasks. By contrast, in the 
micro-team all the participants engage in cooperative planning. In 
addition to this, the practice teacher in the micro-team, after a 
brief period of orientation of four weeks or less, assumes from 
time to time, the responsibility for directing his team members, 
including the cooperating teacher, in planning for instruction. 

In other words, the leadership responsibility shifts among the team 
members. The plan has built into it more opportunities for infor- 
mal interaction between the cooperating teachers and the practice 



teachers. (See Appendix B for a comparison of the differences be- 
tween internships, student teaching, and micro-team teaching as it 
is structured at V/isconsin State University— La Crosse.) Suc- 
cinctly, then, the basic difference is in the environment with the 
emphasis on cooperative planning being the most visible indepen- 
dent variable. It was, therefore, the purpose of this study to 
©valuat e the three forms of practice teaching environments in terms 
of the achievement of the objective— the development of effective 
teaching. The primary problem then, v/as what cj^iteria could be 
used in measuring effective teaching which would be applicable for 
the evaluation of the different tj'^pes of practice teaching? 

From an examination of the literature, it appeared that 
professional educators seemed to adhere to a commonality of opinion 
about the obstacles of evaluating teacher effectiveness— namely , how 
can one control all the variables, both intervening and independent 
variables? In the past and presently, the following criteria have 
been cited: (1) the extent to which the practice teacher shows 

knowledge of child psychology, educational psychology, and the sub- 
ject matter he plans to teach; (2) the values of the practice 
teacher, both educational and life values; (3) the activities in 
which the practice teacher engages in the classroom; and (4) the 
degree to which the practice teacher, in the course of his field 
teaching, has changed in any or all of the criteria cited in (1)f 

(2), or (3) (Haberman, 1964). 

Some researchers have even attempted to predict practice 
teaching success through a study of undergraduate behavior. Vari- 
ables for predicting practice teaching success have been studied by 
Mathis and Park who studied twelve variables which included: aca- 

demic rank in high school, prior work experience, participation in 
extra-curricular activities, grade average in speech methods courses, 
pre-student teaching interview ratings, college board tests, I.Q. f 
etc. Their findings indicated there were ho correlations of a high 
enough level to suggest the possibility of a single predictive 
relationship v/ith the grade made in student teaching (Mathis and 
Park, 1965)» 
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Medley and Mitzel (1963) proposed measuring teacher effec- 
tiveness through means other than direct observation. They contend 
that, "the effects of teaching on pupils cannot be observed directly 
in normal classroom behavior, but must be assessed by other means. ’• 
Burkhard's study (1962) suggested to the researchers the possibil- 
ity of the examination of the teachers' self concepts as one in- 
direct means of measuring effectiveness. There appears to be evi- 
dence that teachers who have a positive self concept are lees 
threatened by students and more willing to accept their ideas during 
clasB discussion. Flanders and Simon (1969)» reviewing the re- 
search on teacher effectiveness, indicated that the percentage of 
teacher statements that make use of ideas and opinions expressed 
previously by students is directly related to children's achievement 
scores as well as their liking the class. Several studies examined 
how self concepts relate to school achievement. Reeder (1955) 
found that children achieve lower in terms of their potential if 
they have a poor self concept. Walsh (1956) reported that bright 
boys who are low achievers perceive themselves as defensive and 
limited in communication with their environment. Adult pupils 
exposed to an instructor who reacts more often to their ideas and 
opinions, saw themselves as becoming more independent (decision 
makers) and had a higher measure of work but- put compared with those 
having contrasting treatments (Flanders, 1963)« From the point of 
view described, it appeared to the investigators that a criterion 
which might be used for evaluating the practice teacher's effec- 
tiveness could be the change in self concept, the supposition being 
that the more successful practice teaching experience was one which 
supported or strengthened the practice teacher's self concept, and 
was one in which the practice teacher was more apt to be openminded 
or less dogmatic. 

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

The principle investigators designed this study to deter- 
mine if there were one environment— student teaching, interning! 
micro-team teaching—for practice teaching which was superior to 
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the others. If there were, let us support it; if not, should we 
continue to administer practice teaching experiences in a variety 
of settings? If all the settings produce the same results, why not 
develop the one which is most economical or most convenient for the 
students and their supervisors? Why should supervisors at La Crosse 
traverse the state supervising interns and student teachers, when 
the results yield no higher returns? 

Specifically, the study answered the following questions: 

(1) Is there a greater change in the practice teacher’s 
self concept in any one of these environments? 

(2) In which setting is the practice teacher more apt to be 
openminded or less dogmatic? 

On the basis of fixed criteria, this study is the first at- 
tempt to compare one type of practice teaching experience with an- 
other, other than through descriptive means. The research design 
to be described in another section of the report may have use as 
a model for future reseaorch in evaluating the effectiveness of 
other phases of teacher training programs. 

It appears to the investigators that at the beginning of 
the present decade, major changes and forces in teacher education 
have begun- to have an impact on practice teaching. From perfor- 
mance based objectives to sensitivity training, new approaches 
have blurred the traditional standards used in evaluating prac- 
tice teaching. The basic unanimous support for practice teaching 
given in the past will more than likely be re-examined in light of 
these new additions to the curriculum. It also appears that the 
responsibility for developing, administering, and maintaining prac- 
tice teaching programs may no longer be singularly dominated by 
the university. Heightened costs in financing the other aspects 
of the teacher training curriculum will very likely lead to changes 
in the existing practice teaching programs, particularly in the 
supervision of practice teachers. For this and other reasons, this 
study may give developers of newer programs a new understanding 
about the effectiveness of the undergraduate field experience 
called practice teaching. 
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1 Chapt er 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The research on practice teaching during the years from 
I960 through 1970 basically centered upon surveys^ descriptions, 
and analyses of the behavior of practice teachers* The literature 
selected for this reviev/ was generally limited to sources that ap- 
peared to deal with practice teacher attitudes and interpersonal 
relationships. It was not possible to include a number of descrip- 
tive studies dealing with state programs for practice teaching, nor 
with reports which in the investigators* opinion would be classi- 
fied as normative in nature. The major sources of data were doc- 
toral dissertations, publications of the Association for Student 
Teaching, and USOE government publications. Publications con- 
taining observations and proposals relative to the topic, as well 
as reports of research studies which were found in journal articles, 
special monographs, and reports published by professional associ- 
ations were also reviewed. Only one or two studies made any em-t 
pirical attempt to evaluate the different settings or environments 
for practice teaching. The’ sequence of this review has been or- 
ganized according to studies reporting findings of; (a) practice 
teacher attitudes, (b) practice teacher— cooperating teacher 
relationships, (c) practice teacher— supervising teacher relation- 
ships, and (d) school environment. 
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PRACTICE TEACHER ATTITUDES. 

Most of the studies reviewed attempted to assess the changes 
i^ practice teachers' attitudes after student teaching. In general, 
the studies dealt with measuring feelings about children, open- 
mindedness, dogmatism, and self concept, and in some cases, relating 
these findings to an evaluation of success in practice teaching. 
Studies reviewed show a variety of conclusions from a middle ground 
of no effect on the practice teachers' attitudes to the extremes of 
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either a positive or negative effect upon their attitudes^ Kinard 
(1968) and Watson (1964) in separate studies found there were no 
significant differences in attitudes after practice teaching. 

Kinard} surveying one hundred seventy student teachers over a 
semester, found there was no significant change in the openness of 
student teachers during their student teaching experiences. Watson, 
administering the Mnnesota Teacher Atti tude Inventory (MTM) to 
student teachers and interns during a quarter (10 weeks) of practice 
teaching, found no significant differences between their scores be- 
fore and after student teaching. Castek (1970) in a similar study 
found no significant change among practice teachers in attitudes, 
philosophical views or knowledge of professional secondary educa- 
tion over a semester of student teaching; however, there were sig- 
nificant differences in these areas of professional thought among 
groups of student teachers in different subject fields and groups 
having different levels of academic achievement. Gewinner (1967) 
concluded from his study of one hundred fifty student teachers* 
attitudes that there was a negative change in the student teacher’s 
attitude about children and teaching as measured by the MTAI . 

Their scores were significantly lower, at the .10 level of confi- 
dence, as a result of student teaching. In a similar study directed 
by Elliott (1964) to measure the relationship between changes in the 
openness of student teachers and the openness of their college 
supervisors and cooperating teachers, he found among other things that 
a significant negative change occurred in the openness of the stu- 
dent teachex s during their student teaching. This negative change 
occurred for both elementary and secondary student teachers, but 
did not occur for all colleges involved (six schools were surveyed). 
McCullough (1962) also found that a negative change in attitudes of 
student teachers, as measured by the MTAI, occurred during the 
period of student teaching. Positive changes in student teachers* 
attitudes did occur in those studies which compared student teach- 
ers* attitudes with the attitudes of their cooperating teachers. 
Student teachers who were directed by cooperating teachers whose 
attitudes toward pupils were superior to their improved significantly 
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as a group in their attitudes toward pupils (Scott and Brinkly, I960; 
and Nunnery I 1968)» Concerning openmindedness of student teachers, 
there was no consensus of findings in the direction of expressed at- 
titudinal changes as measured by various pre- and post-test attitudi- 
nal instruments during student teaching. As will be seen in the 
subsequent paragraphs there was no commonality of opinion concerning 
the factors which were most influential in changing practice teach- 
ers' attitudes. 

In other studies dealing with the self concept of the prac- 
tice teacher, the findings also showed lack of agreement concerning 
the relationship between the self concept and success in student 
teaching. Picht (I969) found no significant relationship between 
self concept and the grade the student received in student teaching. 
Instead, she found the student teacher's knov/ledge of subject mat- 
ter approached a higher degree of significance to the grade than 
the self concept. By contrast, Garvey's study (1970) showed that 
those student teachers with a more positive self concept demon- 
strated less confusion, uncertainty, and conflict in self percep- 
tion. Garvey concluded that success in student teaching was affec- 
ted, but not necessarily determined, by a positive view of one's 
self. In other studies examining either self concept or open and 
closedmindedness, the findings indicated that practice teachers 
v/ho manifested a positive self concept demonstrated those attri- 
butes identified in the literature as being associated with success- 
ful teaching. In Seidraan's study ( 1969)1 i- was found that those 
student teachers with a highly positive self concept used more 
indirect teaching behavior— they talked less, Dick (1967) found 
the more openminded student teacher has a more favorable attitude 
toward science; and Febinger's study (1965) indicated that the more 
openminded teacher education students were bright, emotionally 
mature, adventurous, trustful, confident, self-sufficient, and re- 
laxed, as well as being high achievers. 

Contreiry to the number of opinion articles appearing in the 
literature about effective teaching and its positive rel»itionship 
to openmindedness, neither Johnson (1965) nor Markowitz (1968), in 
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separate stadies, found any relationship between this and the student 
teachers* grades* Like the studies reporting findings on the self 
concept, the findings on openmindedness show little if any positive 
relationship to grades* In fact, it has been reported by Johnson 
(1965) that supervising teachers tended to give higher ratings to 
student teachers v/ho were nearer the closedminded end of the con™ 

tinuiim, or were more dogmatic* 

Contradictory findings, lack of agreement, and a range of 
conclusions characterize the studies reporting student teacher 
attitude change and affective behavior* From the studies reviewed, 
it appeared that not only could the practice teaching experience be 
described as being questionable in terms of developing a positive 
attitude toweird teaching, but more seriously, as one with the poten- 
tial for. having a detrimental effect upon the teacher trainee* If 
the latter be the case, then teacher education programs may be 
derelict in one of their basic responsibilities, that is, helping 
the prospective teacher improve his attitudes about himself, pupils, 
and the subject matter he teaches* In the next section, the effect 
that cooperating teachers have upon shaping practice teachor atti- 
tudes will be reviev/ed* 

PRACTICE TEACHER— COOPERATING TEACHER RELATIONSHIPS 

Only a few studies have been reported concerning the effect 
of the cooperating teacher on the practice teacher's attitudes and 
vice versa* Scott and Brinkly (I960), using the MTAI. reported 
that student teachers working with cooperating teachers whose at- 
titudes toward pupils v/ere superior to theirs improved signifi- 
cantly as a group in their attitudes toward pupils; whereas, there 
was no change in those student teachers' attitudes who were working 
with cooperating teachers whose attitudes were inferior to theirs* 
Cornett (1966) also found that cooperating teachers tend to have 
more influence than the university based supervising teacher on 
shaping the practice teachers' attitudes* Rosenfeld's study (1964) 
indicated that there was also a reverse effect upon the cooperating 
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teacher's attitude as a result of supervising practice teachers. 

She found that: (1) cooperating teachers who were associated with 

their first student teachers could be expected to have either a 
positive or negative change toward their classroom pupils; (2) the 
most dogmatic cooperating teacher was more likely to have a posi- 
tive MTAI change score; and (3) cooperating teachers associated with 
more dogmatic student teachers may be expected to have a positive 
IifPAl score. In contrast to the forementioned studies, Palmer (1965) 
found that no direct relationships existed between the classroom 
behavior of the individual practice teacher and that of his co- 
operating teacher. Student teachers generally showed a uniformly 
more positive attitude toward teaching as a profession than did 
cooperating teachers. 

Other studies reviewed reported upon perceived roles of 
the cooperating teacher (Stoumbis, 1966; Fleming, 1969? Garner, 1969) 
and defined responsibilities of the cooperating teachers. A number 
of these studies reported upon the desire of practice teachers for 
more frequent conferences with their cooperating teachers. Guello 
( 1965 ) reported that practice teachers expected their cooperating 
teachers to have daily conferences with them. Fleming (1969) also 
reported that student teachers expressed a need for more frequent 
communication with their coopefating teachers. Garher (1969)i in 
a study analyzing the role of the cooperating teacher as it was 
perceived by student teachers, cooperating teachers, cooperating 
principals, and university supervisors found that individual con- 
ferences between the cooperating teacher and the student teacher 
was the most effective technique in supervising student teachers. 

In the classroom, practice teachers placed major emphasis on the 
role of the cooperating teacher to be that of relinquishing the 
class by providing the opportunities for the practice teacher to 
assiime greater responsibility. 

In general, there appears to be a consistency in the findings 
that conferences are relevant to the practice teacher's needs and 
are productive in providing guidance as perceived by the profes- 
sional staff. Furthermore, there seems to be some evidence that the 
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interaction between practice teachers and their cooperating teachers 
has an effect upon the attitudes of the practice teachers and their 
cooperating teachers. Unfortunately, this effect may be negative 
as well as positive. 

PRACTICE TEACHER-SUPERVISING TEACHER RELATIONSHIPS 



Studies examining university supervisor— practice teacher 
reliationships do not cluster around any particular problem. That 
is,' the studies reviewed deal with role expectations, interpersonal 
relationships, self evaluation, and satisfaction with the teaching 
experience. 

Kaplan (1967)f in a survey of student teachers, their co- 
operating teachers and university supervisors, found that the major 
factors which the three groups viewed as contributing to lack of 
agreement about role expectations were: (1) lack of knowledge about 

the duties of the college supervisor! such as in evaluation and in 
acting as a resource consultant; and (2) lack of communication 
among and within the three groups (college supervisor, cooperating 
teacher, and practice teacher). In a study of human relationships 
between college supervisors and student teachers, Carr (1967) found 
that effective interpersonal relationships resulted when longer ob- 
servation periods occurred and when the student teacher knew when 
the college supervisor was coming to observe. In the observation 
phase Carr's findings indicated that student teachers perceived the 
effective supervisor as one with a preponderance of passive behavior 
that is, he is quiet, attentive, reassuring and unobtrusive. In 
the conference phase the situation is reversed; the student teacher 
values active participation by the college supervisor. He wants 
candid comments about his teaching. Nelson and Hutcherson (1970), 
using as a criteron the ability to work together successfully in a 
task situation like student teaching, found that a student teacher's 
grade could be assumed to be related to whether the cooperating 
teacher and university supervisor liked or had confidence in each 
other, and whether the relationship between the universi;ty super- 
visor and the student teacher was harmonious. Monahan (1967)i in a 



study of congruence of educational attitudes of supervising teachers 
and their student teachers, also found that the student teacher's 
grade reflected compatibility of philosophy between the student teach- 
er and his supervisoro Tuttle (1967) found that a cooperative analy- 
sis of a practice teacher's instruction with opportunities for the 
practice teacher to develop his own generalizations about teaching 
appeared to be a valuable asset resulting in successful practice 
teaching. Tuttle concluded that the more successful student teachers 
seemed to demonstrate greater initiative and responsibility toward 
the end of the semester in making decisions in terms of his own per- 
sonal theory of instruction. 

Lawther (1970), from a questionnaire sent to 250 former 
student teachers, found that the nature of the relationship between 
the supervising teacher and the student teacher had a direct effect 
on the number and kinds of successful teaching experiences. His 
findings indicated that if the student teacher were forced to con- 
centrate his energies on maintaining, improving and clarifying his 
relationship he may not have much enthusiasm or energy for the 
larger teaching tasks. 

The studies reviewed indicated that the relationship between 
the practice teacher and the university supervisor is definitely a 
factor to consider in any evaluation of practice teaching. Some 
researchers have described its influence in terms of being a sig- ' 
nificant variable considered by the practice teacher in assessing 
the extent to which he felt his student teaching experience was 
successful. Others examined the supervisor's role in an endeavor 
to determine what needs to be done to enhance the supervisor's ef- 
fectiveness in the student teaching triad. 

SCHOOL ENVIRONMENT • r 

Closely related to studies reporting findings about human 
relationships in practice teaching are those studies reporting pat- 
terns of organizations for student teachers. Unfortunately, only 
a few studies dealing with the impact of patterns of organizations 



on student teacher behavior have been reported (Sherwood, 1964; 
Nichols, 1966 ; and Weckmuller, 1968). In an experiment conducted 
by Nichols (1966), in which student teachers were placed on teach- 
ing teams for their eight v/eeks of practice, teaching rather than in 
a conventional program with a single cooperating teacher, he found 
that the attitudes of the team student teachers toward their ex- 
perience was markedly more negative than those of the students in 
conventional placements. Although not significant at the .10 level 
of significance, V/eckrauller (1968), in a study v/hich, among other 
items, made a comparison of experiences encountered by full-day stu- 
dent teachers with experiences encountered by part-day student 
teachers, revealed that the organizational pattern had no influence 
upon the relationship with cooperating teachers. Students engaged 
in full-day student teaching were more likely to participate in 
extra-curricular activities and were more likely to experience full 
integration with the teaching staff; whereas, part-day student 
teachers were more likely to become involved with meeting the needs 
of individual students and were more likely to assume greater re- 
sponsibility for bookkeeping tasks. 

In a descriptive study of current practices in student 
teaching programs Sherwood (1964)i l^y means of questionnaires sent 
to student teachers and their cooperating teachers and principals, 
found that the actual teaching experiences of most of the student 
teachers appeared to be sufficient and varied enough to develop an 
understanding of the role of a classroom teacher. In contrast to 
these findings V/ecloimller (1968), in a similar survey, found that 
many activities generally regarded by the university as valuable for 
student teachers were not experienced by the majority of the re— 
spondants. 

In a study by Febel (1966) on the organizational climate of 
the schools in which student teachers did their teaching, she found 
that student teachers in an "open" climate school perceived the 
efficacy of the student teaching situation more favorably than stu- 
dent teachers in a "closed” climate school. 

Several studies have been reported on follow-up surverys of 
teachers who participated in various types of preservice teacher 
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training programs, Arends« study (I969) was undertaken to analyze, 
among other items, the feedback from graduates concerning their pre- 
service practice teaching experiences* A, significantly higher per- 
centage of intern graduates expressed satisfaction with their train- 
ing than did the regular graduates* Steinbach (1969) conducted a 
study to identify those difficulties most frequently experienced by 
beginning elementary teachers and to discover how such difficulties 
related to the undergraduate preparation of those teachers* Stein- 
bach concluded that the internship experience seemed to decrease 
the number of problems encountered in some areas of difficulty while 
helping the teacher to become more aware of problems in other areas* 
It appeared, according to Steinback, that the internship program 
had a positive effect on beginning teachers since the supervisor 
of former interns reported fewer and less severe difficulties than 
did the supervisors of regular graduates* 

SUMMARY 

The research of the past ten years points up the gaps in our 
knowledge associated v/ith the human factors affecting practice 
teachers. Findings from the studies reported upon indicate a vari- 
ety of contradictory results* V/here some studies show improvement 
in practice teacher attitudes as a result of practice teaching, other 
studies report either no improvement or a negative effect* 

It appears that more holistic research needs to be under- 
taken to assess the total school organizational climate. Measures 
of self concept, openmindedness, dogmatism, etc* , need to go beyond 
using them as means for determining the effect of either the co- 
operating teacher or supervisory teacher upon the practice teacher* 

It appears that the efficacy of the practice teaching experience 
rests with the organizational climate of the school; that is, the 
sensitivities of the staff tov/ard the personal and professional feel- 
ings of the practice teacher* 
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Chapter 5 



BESEARCK METHOD 



The practice teaching population of Wisconsin State Univer- 
sity— La Crosse elementary education seniors and their cooperating 
teachers, each semester of the 1 970-71 academic year, participated 
in the experiment. Three instruments and a questionnaire were used 
to gather data for this study. The three tests were the "This I 
Believe'* Test ( TIB ) , the Philosophies of Human Nature Scale ( PHN ) , 
and the Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory ( MTAI ) » The Practice 
Teaching. Inventory , a questionnaire, v/as prepared by the investi- 
gators for use in this study (see Appendix C). The data v/as ana- 
lyzed statistically by analysis of variance and Chi-square tech- 
niques. A complete description of the research method is given in 
the pages v/hich follow. 



SUBJECTS 

All the practice teachers in elementary education at Wis- 
consin State University— La Crosse during the fall and spring semes- 
ters of the 1970-71 academic year, and their cooperating teachers 
participated in the study except for three.* A total of one hundred 
ninety practice teachers and cooperating teachers participated. 

This total consisted of one hundred twenty— one practice teachers 
and sixty-nine cooperating teachers. 

A random selection determined who v/ould be pre-tested and 
post-tested, which was in accordance v/ith the experimental design 
used in this study. Letters v/ere sent to approximately one-half of 
the subjects at the beginning and close of each semester requesting 
their attendance at the designated testing center ^on the campus 
(see Appendix D). The schedule for the testing was as follows: 



♦Two cooperating teachers working v/ith an intern refused to 
participate in the experiment. One intern was unable to be tested 
at any of the times arranged, and it was impossible to arrange a 
time suitable for her. 
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Semester I 
Pre-test 

Saturday, September 19> 197^ '9:00-11:30 A#M. 

Saturday, September 26, 1970 9 1 00-1 1 :30 A#M. 

Post-test 

Tuesday, January 12, 1971 4:15-5:30 P.M. 

Wednesday, January 13> 1971 4:15-5:30 P.M. 



Semester II 
Pre-test 

Wednesday, January 27, 1971 
V/ednesday, February 10, 1971 
Post-test 

Tuesday, May 4, I 97 I 
Wednesday, May 5> 1971 



2:00-4:30 P.M. 
4:30-5:30 P.M. 

4:30-5:30 P.M. 
4:30-5:30 P.M. 



Cooperating teachers v;ere tested only once during the pro- 
ject, even though they might have supervised practice teachers each 
semester. Consequently, test data during the second semester were 
gathered only on cooperating teachers who were not part of the 
first semester investigation. 

j 

INSTRUMENTS 



TIB 

The TIB test was developed specifically as a measure of 
conceptual or belief systems by 0. J. Harvey, University of Colorado, 
Boulder, Colorado. It is a semi-projective sentence completion .test 
which requires an individual to indicate his beliefs ab,out a number 
of socially and personally significant concept referents. The 
completions written by the subjects are evaluated with regard to 
several dimensions involving both structure and content. Respon- 
dents are then classified into one of the four principal belief 
systems posited by Harvey, Hunt, and Schroeder (1961). 

Harvey briefly describes how respondents are classified in 



the following manner: 



Specifically, respondents are classified as representing 
System 1 if their completions denote such attributes as high 
absolutism, high tautologicalness, high frequency of plati- 
tudes and normative statements, high ethrocentrism, high re- 
ligiosity, polarized judgments, and identification with the 
dominant American motif. 

Individuals are categorized as representing System 2 if in 
addition to being highly evaluative and absolute they express 
strong negative attitudes tovmrd such referents as "marriage," 
"religion," and others reflective of the dominant American 
theme without giving much thought to the possible results of 
negating these referents or consideration of alternatives. 

Responses to the TIB are scored as indicating System 3 
functioning if they indicate more relativism and less evalua- 
tiveness than Systems 1 and 2 and at the same time express 
strong positive beliefs about friendship, people and general 
humanism and imply that friendship and/or people are a neces- 
sary and critical aspect of their existence. 

System 4 functioning is inferred from the TIB responses that 
imply a high degree of novelty and appropriateness, indepen- 
dence without negativism, high relativism and contingency of 
thought, openness to new information, the general use of mul- 
tiple dimensions instead of single dimensions j.n their judg- 
ments and statements that are highly integrated and informa- 
tionally loaded. (Harvey, "Belief Systems and Education: Some 

Implications for Change," pp. 7-8; referred to hereafter as 
BSE for lack of date. ) 

■ ; 

I 

Harvey (BSE, p. 8) reports the average interjudge reliability of 
scorings of the TIB , based on six specific comparisons, as being 
.91 • Test-retest reliabilities, within one week and after six 
months, have been in the high .80's. 

The validity of the test, as well as Harvey's four posited 
belief system, would appear to be acceptable as evidenced by several 
studies (Harvey, V/hite, Prather, Alter and Hoffmeister, 1965; and 
Harvey, Prather, White and Hoffmeister, 1968). A copy of this in- 
strument may be found in Appendix C. 



PHN 

The PHN was developed by Lawrence S. Wrightsman, Jr. , George 
Peabody College for Teachers, Nashville, Tennessee, in an attempt to 
measure a person's beliefs about human nature and, specifically, his 
beliefs about the interpersonal aspects of human nature. Wrights- 
man ( 19 o 4 > p» 744) concluded that: 



human nature may be seen as composed of several independent 
dimensions. The basic dimensions, v/hich have held the concern 
of theorists over the years, are six continua; (1) Trust- 
v/orthiness, or the extent to which people are seen as moral, 
honest, a.nd reliable; (2) Altruism, or the extent of unselfish*- 
ness, sincere sympathy, and concern for others present in 
people; (3) Independence, or the extent to which a person can 
maintain his convictions in the face of society's pressures 
toward conformity; (4) Strength of Will and Rationality, or the 
extent to which people understand the motives behind their be- 
havior and the extent to which they have control over their own 
outcomes; (5) The Complexity of Human Nature, a dimension which 
cuts across the above continua and deals with the extent to 
which people are complex and hard to understand or simple and 
easy to understand; and (6) The Variability in Human Nature, 
which also cuts across the first four dimensions and relates to 
the extent of individual differences in basic nature and the 
basic changeability in human nature. 

Wrightsman and Satterfield (1967, p. 1) described the con- 
struction of the scale as follows: 

Likert-type attitude scales were constructed to measure 
each dimension. Each subscale has 14 items and a possible 
range of scores from +42 to —42. The four subscales measuring 
the substantive dimensions may be summed to give a general 
Favorableness of Human Nature Score (sometimes referred to as 
a Positive-Negative Score) (range from +168 to -168) and the 
two subscales on Complexity and Variability may be summed to 
give a score on the Multiplexity of Human Nature (range from 
+84 to -84) • 

Numerous validation studies have been“uhdertaken and suffi- 
cient validity of the instrument seems to exist to permit its use 
in this study (’Wrightsman, 1964; V/rightsman and Noble, 1965, 
Wrightsman and Satterfield, 1967). A further study by Wrightsman 
(1965) revealed that favorable beliefs about human nature are re- 
lated to high positive scores on the MTAI (r ~ .50). 

Reliability studies CvVrightsman, 1964; and Wrightsman, 1964a) 
have revealed split-half reliability coefficients for the six sub- 
scales of from .60 to .92. Test-retest reliability coefficients, 
with a three month interval between testings, ranged from .52 to . 84. 
When the first four subscales were summed to give a general Favor- 
ability Score, a coefficient of .90 was obtained (Wrightsman, 1964, 
p. 746). This instrument may be examined in Appendix C. 
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MTAI 



The instrument used to measure the attitudes of the subjects 
in the study was the Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory, Form_^, 
developed by Walter W. Cook, Carroll H. Leeds, and Robert Callis. 

It consists of 150 attitude statements which the subject responds 
to on a five choice scale ranging from strongly agree to strongly 
disagree. The possible range of scores on the is from a posi- 

tive 150 to a negative 150* A high positive score would tend to 
indicate a teacher who ''should be able to maintain a state' of har- 
monious relations with his pupils characterized by mutual affection 
and sympathetic understanding ... The teacher and pupils should work 
together in a social atmosphere of cooperative endeavor, of intense 
interest in the work of the day, and with a feeling of security 
growing from a permissive atmosphere of freedom to think, act and 
speak one's mind with mutual respect for the feelings, rights and 
abilities of others" (Cook, Leeds and Callis, 1951» P- 3)- At the 
other end of the scale would be found a teacher who "...attempts 
to dominate the classroom ... there is a feeling of mutual dis- 
trust and hostility ... The teacher tends to think in terms of his 
status, the correctness of the position he takes on classroom mat- 
ters, and the subject matter to be covered rather than in terms of 
what the pupil needs, feels, knows, and can do" (Cook, Leeds and 
Callis, 1951* P. 3)» 

The validity of an instrument of this type is certainly a 
matter of major concern. A considerable amount of evidence • exists 
which tends to support its validity. Cook, Leeds and Callis (19511 
pp. 10 - 11 ) report several validity studies in the test manual. The 
preliminary tryout forms were administered to one hundred superior 
and one hundred inferior teachers as designated by their principals 
in approximately seventy schools in Pennsylvania .and Ohio. One 
hundred eighty-eight of the 756 tryout items were found to discrimi- 
nate at the ten percent level. The first experimental form of the 
Inventory was constructed from 164 items of the original 756 tryout 
items. The validity of the Experimental Form was determined by 
administering it to a random sample of one hundred teachers of 
grades 4-6 and correlating their scores with three external criteria 



of teacher* pupil rapport; (1) the rating of the teachers by theiT 
pupils on the Pupil-Teacher Rating Scale ; (2) the rating of the 
teachers by their principals on the Principal— Teacher Rating Scale ; 
and (3) the rating of the teachers by a specialist in the area of 
teaching effectiveness on a modification of Baxter's Rating Scale 
of the Teacher's Personal Effectiveness * The results of these 
ratings correlated with the Experimental Form at the .01 level of 
significance. 

Two further studies of validity were undertaken by Cook, 

Leeds and Callis (1951 1 PP» 13-14), this time with regard to Form A . 
the final published form. A study in South Carolina, identical to 
the validity study of the Experimental Form , produced correlations 
between Form A and the three external criteria significant at the 
.05 level. The Missouri study differed in minor ways from the 
South Carolina and Experimental Form studies, but fairly high coi*- 
relations coefficients were still obtained between Form A and the 
three external criteria. 

Another area of concern in the use of an instrument of this 
type is its susceptibility to faking. Research on this matter is 
more equivocal. Cook, Leeds and Callis (1951 1 P» 13) report a study 
in which groups of first quarter juniors at the University of Min- 
nesota were given different types of instructions in order to mea- 
sure the effect on MTAI scores. One group v/as told to "fake good" 
at the first testing and given standard instructions at the second 
testing. A second group received standard instructions at the first 
testing and told to "fake good" at the, second. A third group was 
given standard instructions at both testings. Both the second and 
third groups showed significant improvements in their mean scores 
at the .01 level. Since both the second and third groups signifi- 
cantly improved, and the third groups was not told to try to im- 
prove their scores, Cook, Leeds and Callis conclude that "the MTAI 
is only slightly susceptible to attempts to 'fake good'" (1951 1 P» 13)» 

Rabinowitz (1954) and Polmantier and Ferguson (i960) report 
studies in which they found highly significant changes in scores over 
two testings when instructions to fake were given. Their conclu- 
sions were that the MTAI was highly susceptible to faking. One pos- 



sible fault in the conclusions might be pointed out, however. In 
both studies, standard instructions were given for the first test- 
ings. The faking instructions, good or bad, were given for the 
second testings, after the subjects had gained insight into the 
test as a result of the first administration. Cook, Leeds and Cal- 
lis reported changes in scores even for the group receiving standard 
instructions both times. Therefore, it seems to be a possibility 
that the significant changes in scores measured by Rabinowitz and 
Polmantier and Ferguson occurred simply as a result of the prior 
testing exposure. The MTAI may be examined in Appendix C. 

Practice Teaching Inventory 

The Practice Teaching Inventory was developed by the project 
directors to provide in part a basis on which to explain significant 
differences, if they occurred, in scores on the MTAI . TIB , and PHN 
instruments. The questionnaire surveyed the opinions of practice 
teachers and cooperating teachers about the nature of the practice 
teaching environment. A Likert— type scale was constructed to mea- 
sure each question in the survey. A different version of the test 
was given to the practice teachers and the cooperating teachers. 

The questions were the same, but were worded to be interpreted by 
the practice teacher or the cooperating teacher (see Appendix C).. 
This instrument was administered only to subjects in the experimen- 
tal, or post— practice teaching groups. 

TESTING PROCEDURES 

I 

The same testing procedures were used each time the series 
of instruments was administered (see Appendix E). At the close of 
each semester, in addition to the tests described in the Appendix, 
the subjects were given the Practice Teaching Inventory . The. proce- 
dures used in administering this instrument were the sane as those 
used in administering the PHN . The Practice Teaching Inventory with 
separate forms for the cooperating teachers and practice teachers 
was administered following the Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory . 
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EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN 



The experimental design used in this study was the separate- 
sample pretest-posttest design, design number twelve as discussed by 
Campbell and Stanley (1966, pp* 53"54)» It may be diagrammed as: 

R 0 (X) 

R X 0 

and explained, "••• rows represent randomly equivalent sub-groups, 
the parenthetical X standing for a presentation of X irrelevant to 
the argument* One sample is measured prior to the X, an equivalent 
one subsequent to X" (p. 53 )• Several weaknesses are inherent in 
the design in the control of sources of internal validity. One of 
its main weaknesses is its failure to control for history, "... the 
specific events occurring between the first and second measurement 
in addition to the experimental variable" (p. 5)» Maturation, 
"processes within the respondents operating as a function of the 
passage of time per se (not specific to the particular events)" 

(p. 5)» is also a rival explanation for changes occurring between 
observations. Mortality, the "... differential loss of respon- 
dents from the comparison groups" (p. 5)» can result in a popula- 
tion difference between the differert observation periods. Camp- 
bell and Stanley (1966, p. 54) suggest that "... the elimination 
of the pretest scores of those who have become unavailable by the 
time of the posttest, thus making the pretest and posttest more 
comparable", will result in some control over this source of in- 
validity. This design, which "moves the laboratory into the field 
situation to which the researcher wishes to generalize" (p. 54) » 
results in superior external validity and generalizability. De- 
sign number twelve v/as chosen for this study because it seemed to 
be the most powerful available under the conditions with which 
these experimenters would have to operate. 
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Chapter 4 



ANALYSIS. OF DATA 



STATISTICAL METHODS 



Analysis of Variance 

The statistical model used in this study for the analysis 
of data gathered v/ith the TIB, the PHN, and the MTAl was the two- 
way analysis of variance unequal cell frequencies model. A; com- 
puter program using the general least-squares solution for the 
sums of squares was used to perform the necessary computations. 
The least— squares solution, while more computationally difficult 
than the harmonic mean solution, was used because, "There is some 
evidence to indicate that the resulting tests, in the least- 



squares case, are the more powerful" (V/iner, 1962, p. 224)* 

Since this study involved all the practice and cooperating 
teachers in elementary education at Wisconsin State University— . 
La Crosse during the two semesters the study was in progress, the 
Case 1 (both factors fixed) model for obtaining the expected 



values of mean squares v/as used. 



Table 1 

EXPECTED VALUES OF MEAN SQUARES 



Kean Squares 
MSa 
. MSb 
MSab 
MSgrror 



Case 1 (Both factors fixedl 




+ n P ^/r 



The appropriate F-ratios can then be seen to be: 



Fa ” Fb == ^SLO '■■ 

Mfigpror f'lSerror I'^Serror 

An alpha level of .05 v/as used throughout the analysis for the 
purpose of determining significant F-ratios. 

Chi-SQuare 

A Chi-square analysis was performed on each item in the 
questionnaire to determine whether significantly different response 
patterns occurred among the three practice teaching formats than 
would be expected from chance operating alone. An alpha level of 
.05 was again used to identify items in v/hich the observed fre- 
quencies differed significantly from the expected values. 

SEMESTER I 

Practice Teacher Data Analysis 

Scores v/ere obtained for a total of 57 practice teachers, 

28 in the control, or pre-practice teaching group, and 29 in the 
experimental, or post-practice teaching group. A complete list of 
the cell frequencies for all the practice teacher data analyzed 
may be seen in Table/ 2. 



Table 2 

SEMESTER I— PRACTICE TEACHERS 
CELL FREQUENCIES 



Group 


Practice Teaching Format 


Totals 


Student 

Teaching 


Mcro-team 


Intern 


Control 


14 


11 


3 


28 


Experimental 


12 


12 


5 • 


29 


Totals 


26 


23 


8 


57 





Table 3 gives the mean scores obtained by the practice 
teachers on the three instruments which were analyzed statisti- 
cally with the analysis of variance program. 



Table 3 

PRACTICE TEACHERS 
CELL MEANS 



Instrument 


Group 


Practice Teaching Format 
Student Kicro- 

Teachine Team Intern 


MTAI / 












Control 


49.71 


47.72 


75.33 




Experimental 


30.83 


47.08 


51.00 




PHN 










C-Scores 


Control 


8.35 


12.00 


23.33 


( Comnlexity) 


Experimental 


10.50 


15.83 


14.60 


S-Scores 


Control 


7.00 


13.18 


9.33 


(Strength of V/ill 


Experimental 


15.33 


9.75 


13.80 


and Rationality) 










I-Scores 


Control 


-2.50 


2.45 


-3.00 


(Independence) 


Experimental 


9.91 


-.52 


3.20 


A-Scores 


Control 


1.42 


2.63 


3.53 


(Altruism) 


Experimental 


9.91 


2.91 


1.60 


V-Scores 


Control 


15.00 


15.90 


19.66 


(Variability) 


Experimental 


16.16 


16.91 


17.00 


T-Scores 


Control 


8.21 


12. 36 


11.00 


C wox*1#IixnGs s } 


Experimental 


11.91 


4.33 


9.20 


C & V-Scores 


Control 


23.35 


27.90 


43.00 


( Multiplex! ty) 


Experimental 


26.66 


52.75 


31.60 


T,S,A, & I-Scores 


Control 


14. 14 


30.63 


1 0. 66 


(Positivism) 


Experimental 


47.08 


16.08 


27.80 


TIB 










Cynicism Scores 


Control 


1.00 


1.18 


1.17 




Experimental 


1.25 


1«17 - 


1.00 


Systems Scores 


Control 


1.14 


1.36 


1.00 




Experimental 


1.50 


1.50 


1.00 


Evaluativeness 


Control 


3.29 


2.64 


2.83 


Scores 


Experimental 


3.25 


2.50 


2.00 


Openness Scores 


Control 


1.96 


2.82 


2. 17 




Experimental 


1.92 


2.38 


2.80 



The F-ratios obtained from the analyses of variance are 





summarized in Table 4 



Table if 



SUMMARY OF ANOVA 
PRACTICE TEACHERS 



Instrument 




Source of Variat; 


ion 


Groups 


Practice 
ing Fo; 


Teach- 

rraat 


Interaction 

Term 




F-ratio 


d.f. 


F-ratio 


d.f. ; 


F-ratio 


d.f. 


CTAI 


0. 19 


1,51 


0.77 


2,31 i 


0.76 


2,31 


PHN 

C-Scores 


0 * 26 


1 .31 


1.34 _ 


2.51 ^ 


1.14 


2.31 


S-Scores 


1.59 




0.02 


2.51 


2.30 


2.51 


T-Scores 


2.55 




0.41 


2.51 


2.60 


2^31 


A-Scores 


1 • 26 




0.41 


2,51 


0.84 


2.31 


V-Scores 


0.05 




0.19 


2.51 . 


0.13 


2.31 


T-Scores 


0.35 


1 i ?1 


0.15 


2.51 1 


J .59 


2 . 51 ^ 


C & V-Scores 


0.23 




1.73 


2 ^Lj 


0.84 


2.31 


T,S,A, 8 f I-Scores 


1.09 


1,51 


0.23 


2,31 


2.60 


2,31 


TIB 

Cynicism Scores 


0.58 




0.25 


2.51 


0.97 


2.51 


Systems Scores 


1.00 


1.31 


0.92 


2.51 


0.18 


2.51 


Evaluativeness 

Scores 


0 . 63 


1,51 


3.57* 


2,51 


0.63 


2,31 


Openness Scores 


0.31 


1,51 


4.73* 


2,31 


1.36 


2,51 



♦significant at the .05 level 
F,o5 for 1 and 51 d.f. = 4.08 
F,05 for 2 and 51 d.f. -- 5-23 



As can be seen in this table, only two F-ratios were Big-, 
nificant. The TIB score for evaluativeness yielded an F- ratio of 
5 . 57 , significant at the .05 level, for the practice teaching 
format. As can be seen by looking at Table 3 $ the mean scores 
for student teachers were higher than those for either micro- 
team teachers or interns. Thir .vould tend to indicate that the 
student teachers were more apt to imply "good- bad, right-v/rong, 
and the general tendency to use a polarized either/or scaling sys- 
tem for themselves. A highly evaluative person would be one who 
sees a large number of ’wrongs' in the world and bothers rarely 

O 

ERIC 
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to mention what's right" (Harvey, 1971 )• 

The TIB score for openness resulted in a significant F-ratio 
of 4.73 with respect to the practice teaching format. Table 3 re- 
veals that both micro-team teachers' and interns' mean scores were 
higher than the mean scores for student teachers. Harvey (1971) 
explains a higher score on openness as revealing an "individual 
(who) would be tolerant toward or receptive to some idea that 
runs counter to his ov/n deeply held beliefs ... Low openness 
would imply high dogmatism or certitude and the implication that 
the individual had some eternal truth. Lo-.v closedness or high 
openness 'would imply, conversely, a willingness to examine one's 
ov;n position and to consider seriously an ideology counter to one's 
ov/n, although this does not necessarily mean that the respondent 
would internalize it as his ov/n." 

Questionnaire Data 

The Chi-square analysis of the data gathered on the first 
semester practice teachers yielded no significant values on any of 
the forty items composing the Practice Teaching Inventory . As can 
be seen in Table 5, none of the Chi-squares exceeded the 15* 507 
Chi-square needed for significance at the .05 level. Appendix F 
contains the Chi-square contingency table for this data. 

Cooperating Teacher Data Analysis 

The data gathered from the cooperating teachers for the 
first semester practice teachers yielded scores for 50 -cooperating 
teachers. The reason for a difference in the number of cooperating 
teachers and practice teachers is that in the micro-team setting 
each cooperating teacher has two practice teachers, and in the in- 
tern setting, the intern works with more than one cooperating 
teacher. 

The cell frequencies for the cooperating teacher analysis 
is reported in Table 6. 



29 
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Table 5 



CHI-SQUAEE ANALYSIS OF QUESTIONNAIRE DATA 
PRACTICE TEACHERS 



Item 


Chi-square 




■ 

Item 


Chi-square 


Number 


Value 




Number 


Value 


1 


5. 1 1 5 i 




21 


9.565 


2 


5.662 ! 




22 


6.021 


3 


4«368 ! 




23 


8.712 


4 


6.138 1 




24 


6 . 1 82 


5 


5.860 j 




25 


13.592 


S 


12.711 i 




26 


4.281 


7 


11.778 i 




; 27 


2 . 142 


8 


12.254 1 




28 


8. 506 


9 


3.141 1 




29 


4. 198 


10 


15.087 ; 




30 


7.334 


1 1 


7.011 1 




31 


4.765 


12 


4.128 




32 


13.985 


13 


8.409 




33 


7.301 


14 


6.981 




34 


4.585 


15 


9.109 




35 


5.964 


16 


8.107 




36 


8.732 


17 


14.607 




37 


7.501 


18 


5.383 




38 


3.736 


19 


9.231 




39 


6.1 84 


20 


7.017 




40 


1.472 



Chi-square for 8 d. f . at .05 level - 15*507 



Table 6 

SEMESTER I— COOPERATING TEACHERS 
CELL FREQUENCIES 



GrouD 


Practice Teaching Format 


Totals 


Student 

Teaching 


Micro-team 


Intern 


Control 


15 


8 


8 


31 


Experimental 


1 1 


3 


5 


19 


Totals 


26 


11 


15 


50 




30 

38 



Table 7 reports the mean scores on the MTAI , the PHN , and 
the TIB for the cooperating teachers, and the F-ratios obtained 
from the analysis of variance programs are listed in Table 8. 



Table 7 

COOPERATING TEACHERS 
CELL MEANS 







Practice TeachinK Format 






Student 


Micro— 




Instrument 


Groun 


Teaching 


Team 


Intern 


MTAI 


Control 

Experimental 


72.33 

56.90 


50. 75 
43.00 


OO CO 

• • 

OO o 

o o 



PHN 



C-Scores 
( Complexity i 


Control 

Experimental 


54.86 

53.00 


54.50 

60.66 


49.62 

42.20 


S-Scores 

(Strength of V/ill 
and Rationality) 


Control 

Experimental 


55.06 

51.00 


54.87 

56.00 


56.50 

58.80 


I-Scores 
( Independence) 


Control 

Experimental 


46.13 

47.72 


49.75 

i4>0« 66 


44 . 12 

49.60 


A-Scores 

(Altruism) 


Control 

Experimental 


53.40 

52.18 


51.50 
41.33 _ 


44.12 

54.00 


V-Scores 

(Variability) 


Control 

Experimental 


53.20 

55.27 


58.00 
56. 66 


60.75 

50.60 


T-Scores 

(Trust v/orthiness) 


Control 

Experimental 


56.00 

56.18 


52.50 

»8.33 


48.00 

57.00 


C & V-Scores 
(Multiplexity) 


Control 

Experimental 


24.06 
24.27 


28.50 
35.33 _ 


26.37 

8.80 


T,S,A, & I-Scores 
(Positivism) 


Control 

Experimental 


42.60 

39.09 


40 . 62 
18.33 


24.75 

51.40 



TIB 



Cynicienj Scores 


Control 

Experimental 


1.00 

1.18 


1.00 

1.00 


1.43 

1.10 


Systems Scores 


Control 

Experimental 


1.43 
1*23 


1.25 

1.00 


1.00 

1.60 


Evaluativeness 

Scores 


Control 

Experimental 


3.75 

3.86 


3 . 06 

2.67 


3.64 

3.20 


Openness Scoros 


Control 

Experimental 


1.93 

1.77 


2.19 

2.17 


1 .56 
2.40 



Table 8 



SUMMARY OF ANOVA 
COOPERATING TEACHERS 



Source of Variation 



Instrument 


Grou 


P8 


Practice Teach- 
in#; Format 


Interaction 

Term 




F-ratio 


d. f. 


F-ratio 


d.f. 1 


F-ratio 


d.f. 


MTAI 


0.35 


1,44 


1.81 


2,44 1 


0.44 


2,44 


PHN 

C-Scores 


0.36 


Uhh 


2.95 


2.44 


1.10 


2.44 


S-Scores 


0.21 ; 


1^44 


0. 66 


2.44 


0. 48 


2.44 


I-Scores 


0.02 


1 .44 


0.02 


2.44 


0.80 


2.44 


A-Scores 


0.00 


1.44^ 


0.B3 


2^44 J 


1.28 


2^4 


V-Scores 


0.35 


1 .44 


0.52 


2.44 


1.46 ' 


2.44. 


T-Scorec 


0. 14 


1.44 


0.34 


2.44 


0.55 


2.44 


C & V-Scores 


0.54 


1 1jA4 


1.00 


2.44 


1.49 


2.44 


T,S,A, & I-Scores 


0.00 


1,44 


0. 1 1 


2,44 


0.81 


2,44 


TIB 

Cynicism Scores 


0.02 


1.44 


2.50 


2.44 


2.38 


2.44 


Systems Scores 


0.00 


1 .44 


• 0. 19 


2.44 


0. 98 


2^44 


Evaluativeness 

Scores 


0.22 


1,44 


3.37* 


2,44 


0.47 


2,44 


Openness Scores 


0.24 


1,44 


0.61 


2,44 


1.35 


2,44 



•significant at the .05 level 

F for 1 and 44 d. f . = 4* 08 

• 05 , 

for 2 and 44 d.f. = 3*23 



As Table 8 shows, only one of the computed F*ratios is 
large enough to be significant. This is the F-ratio computed for 
differences between practice teaching formats on the TIB dimension of 
evaluativeness. The computed value of 3*37 exceeds the tabled F of 
3.23—thus showing significance at the .05 level. A perusal of the 
cell means for evaluativeness reported in Table 7 reveals the fact 
that cooperating teachers of micro»team practice teachers are lower 
on this dimension than either of the other two practice teaching 
formats. This would appear to indicate a more positive, less pessi- 
mistic view of human nature for the micro-team cooperating teachers 
than for the other two groups. 



Questionnaire Data 

An examination of Table 9 reveals significant Chi-squares on 
two items of the Practice Teaching Inventory— items number 22 and 

36. An analysis of the Chi-square contingency tables (Appendix F) 

/ 

for item 22 reveals that cooperating teachers of micro-team teachers 
and interns encouraged somewhat less use of school records than the 
student teachers' cooperating teachers. This would not appear to 
be a particularly significant finding. 

An examination of the Chi-square contingency table for item 
36 does reveal some rather significant findings, however. Micro- 
team cooperating teachers yielded much more positive reactions to 
this item which dealt v/ith the adequacy of time allotted for weekly 
and daily planning than did cooperating teachers under the other two 
practice teaching formats. This Would appear to be a rather sig- 
nificant point. 

Table 9 

CHI-SQUARE ANALYSIS OF QUESTIONNAIRE DATA 
COOPERATING TEACHERS 



Item 


Chi-square 




Item 


Chi-square 


Number 


Value 




Number 


Value 


1 


4.456 




21 


4.519 


2 


6.795 




22 


17.589* 


3 


0. 847 




25 


15.169 


4 


6.426 




24 


5.141 


5 


6.266 




25 


3.566 


6 


10.999 




26 


10.105 


7 


11.294 




27 


4.545 


8 


7.579 




28 


5.499 


9 


0.995 




29 


9.551 


10 


8.826 




50 


7.701 


11 


4.859 




51 


5.149 


12 


7.746 




52 


2.578 


13 


2.948 




55 


9.654 


14 


6.267 




54 


2.528 


15 


4.069 




55 


5.899 


16 


5.558 




56 


•15.919* 


17 


4.925 




57 


5.599 


18 


7.499 




38 


4.209 


19 


1.240 




59 


5.077 


20 


8.842 




40 


6.072 



•Chi-square for 8 d. f . at . 05 level s 1 5, 507 



SEMESTER II 



Practice Teacher Data Analysis 

Sixty-four practice teachers, 34 in the control or pre- 
practice teaching group, and 30 in the experimental or post-practice 
teaching group, participated in the second semester replication of 
the study. A full breakdovm of the number of subjects in each cate- 
gory is given in Table 10* 



Table 10 

SEMESTER II— PRACTICE TEACHERS 
CELL FREQUENCIES 



Group 


Practice Teaching Format 


Totals 


Student 

Teaching 


Micro-team 


Intern 


Control 


16 


15 


3 


34 


Experimental 


17 


9 


4 


30 


Totals 


33 


24 


7 


64 



The mean scores obtained by the practice teachers on the MTAI . 
the PHN . and the TIB are reported in Table 11. (See page 35*) 

The results obtained by analyzing the scores by use of an 
analysis of variance program are to be found in Table 12. (See 
page 36). 

As Table 12 shows, several of the F-ratlos were significant. 
The PHN S-Score (strength of will and rationality) analysis resulted 
in the F-ratlos for the two main effects (groups and practice teach- 
ing format) as well as the interaction terms being significant. An 
analysis of the cell means reported in Table 11 reveals that while 
both student teachers and micro— team teachers received lower *paat- 
test scores on this factor, the Interns' mean scores Increased 
over the semester. This would seem to indicate that the micro- 
•team teachers and student teachers decreased in the extent to which 
they believed that "people have control over their own outcomes and 
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... understand the motives behind their behavior" (Wrightsman, 
1967, p. 12), while the interns' beliefs in this regard increased, 
although only slightly. 



Table 11 

PRACTICE TEACHERS 
CELL MEANS 







Practice Teachinff Format 


Instrument 


Groun 


Student 

Teaching 


Micro- 

Team 


Intern 


MTAI 


Control 

Experimental 


58.81 

49.70 


65.53 

53.44 


48.66 

51.50 



m 



OScores 

(Complexity) 


Control 

Experimental 


13.18 

11.23 


4.53 

13.88 


19.33 

13.50 


&-Scores 

(Strength of Will 
and Rationality) 


Control 

Experimental 


13.75 

12.82 


15.60 

2.00 


3.66 

5.50 


I-Scores 
( Independence) 


Control 

Experimental 


2.81 

2.00 


2.93 

-2.22 


••2a 66 

-'1-73 . 


A-Scores 

(Altruism) 


Control 

Experimental 


4.37 

2.35 . 


5.93 

-2.55 _ 


2.66 

2.25 


V-Scores 
( Var iabi li ty ) 


Control 

Experimental 


20.06 

16.35 


13.20 

18.11 


15.33 

13.00 


T-Scores 

(Trustworthiness) 


Control 

Experimental 


7.31 

9.76 


11.26 
0. 66 


8.00 


C & V-S cores 
(Multiplexity) 


Control 

Experimental 


33.25 

27.58 


17.73 

32.00 


34.66 

26.50 


T,S,A, & I-Scores 
(Positivism) 


Control 

Experimental 


28.25 

26.94 


35.73 

-2.11 


11.66 

8.25 



TIB 



Cynicism 


Scores 


Control 

Experimental 


1.47 

1.44 


1.40 

1.61 


1.33 

1.25 


Systems Scores 


Control 

Experimental 


1.44 
1.35 


1.47 

2.11 


1.00 

2.25 


Evaluativeness 

Krnrea 


Control 


2.72 

2.50 


2.53 

2.61 


2.83 

2.38 


Openness 


Scores 


Control 

Experimental 


2.38 

2.74 


2.80 

3.00 


2.00 

3.00 



Table 12 



SUMMARY OF ANOVA 
PRACTICE TEACHERS 











Source of 


Variation 






Instrument 


Groups 


Practice Teach- 
ing Format 


Interaction 

Term 




F-ratio 


d .; r . 


F-ratio 


d.f. F 


-ratio 


d.f* * 




MTAI 


1.39 


1,58 


0.35 


2,58 


0.16 


2,58 




PHN 














C-Scores 


0.38 


1,58 


1*61 


2.58 


2.26 


2.58 


S-Scores 


6 . 17 * 


1,58 


3 * 35 * 


2^8 


4 . 63 * 


2.58 


I-Scorcs 


1.08 


1,58 


1*21 


2^58 


0 . 34 . 


2.58 


A-Scores> 


2.03 


1,58 


0*07 


2.58 


0.62 


2.58 


V-Scores/ 


0.02 


1,58 


0*83 


2.58 


1*14 


2.58 


T-Scorei^ 


1.25 


1,58 


0*24 


2^58 


2.86 


2.58 


C & V- Scores 


0*07 


1,58 


1.15 


2^58 


2*35 


2.58 


T,S,A, i I-Scores 


4 . 20 * 


1,58 


1.28 


2,58 


2.92 


2,58 



TIB 



Cynicism Scores 


0* 07 


1.58 


0*20 


2.58 


0*20 


2.58 


Systems Scores 


1*56 


1.58 


0.90 


2.58 


1.62 


2.58 


Evaluativeness 


0.33 


1,58 


0*03 


2,58 


0*27 


2,58 


Scores 














Openness Scores 


4.61* 


1,58 


2*12 


2,58 


0* 89 


2,58 



♦significant at the .05 level 

for 1 and 58 d. f . = 4* 00 

F for 2 and 58 d.f. := 3.15 

• 05 



One significant F- ratio was also obtained on the PHN dimen- 
sion of positivism, obtained by summing the scores on four of the 
subtests (T,S,A, and !)• The main effect of Groups yielded an 
F-ratio significant at the .05 level. Table 11 of cell means shows 
all groups receiving lower post-test than pre-test scores, with 
micro- team teachers revealing the largest change. This would seem 
to indicate that the micro-team teachers over their semester's ex- 
perience became much more negative in their general vi jw of human 
nature* This again would seem to be inconsistent with the result 
obtained for the first semester* 



j^j^crsas© occurred in ell three practice teaching foi>“ 
mats in TIB openness scores as evidenced by a significant F-ratio 
of 4.61 for Groups. Table 11 of cell means shows that all groups 
increased their scores on this dimensioni with interns making 
the largest gain and micro-team teachers starting with the highest 
pre-test mean and finishing with a post-test mean greater than 
that of the student teachers and equal to that of the interns. 



Questionnaire Data 

The analysis of the questionnaire data as reported in 
Table 13 shows significant Chi-square values on three items— 
numbers 6, 18, and 23. A perusal of the Chi-square contingen- 
cy table for item 6 (Appendix F) yields the fact that interns 
and micro-team teachers felt much more free to criticize their 
cooperating teachers' proposed lesson plans than did student 
teachers. This would certainly indicate a more open and free 
relationship between micro-team teachers, and to some extent, 

interns, and their cooperating teachers. 

An examination of the contingency table for item I 8 
would again seem to support the idea that the most open relation- 
ship existed betv/eon micro-team teachers and their cooperating 
teachers. Most micro-team teachers seemed to feel themselves free to 
discuss discipline problems with their cooperating teachers at 
all times, while student teachers and interns seemed to feel 

somewhat less free and open. 

The third significant Chi-square occurred on item 23. 

The contingency table (Appendix F) indicates micro-team teach- 
ers and interns being much more satisfied with the amount of 
time available to them for planning than were the student teach- 
ers. Since more planning time is one of the reputed strengths 
of the micro-team plan, it is encouraging to note these results. 
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Table I 3 



CHI-SQUARE ANALYSIS OF QUESTIONNAIRE DATA 
PRACTICE TEACHERS 



Item 

Number' 


Chi-square 

Value 


1 


3.532 


c , 


11.051 


3 


3.730 


4 


5.983 


5 


1.843 


6 


19.798* 


n 

r 


4.963 


8 


9.429 


9 


8.143 


10 


12.829 


1 1 


7.753 


12 


5.540 


13 


4.281 


14 


10.446 


15 


9.059 


16 


5.044 


17 


14.199 


18 


17 . 266 * 


19 


13.104 


20 


7.928 



Item 

Number 


Chi-square 

Value 


21 


13.718 


22 


15.343 


23 


I 5 . 58 if* 


24 


6.144 


25 


6.679 


26 


8.576 


27 


6.161 


28 


6.494 


29 


12.337 


30 


11.525 


31 


5.065 


32 


8.766 


33 


7.417 


34 


8.866 


35 


3.442 


36 


9.414 


37 


7.246 


38 


8.338 


39 


13.364 


40 


8.928 



♦significant at the .05 level 

Chi-square for 8 d. f. at the .05 level = 15»507 



Cooperating Teacher Data Analysis 

Fifty-three cooperating teachers participated in the sec- 
ond semester of the study* Again) the number of cooperating 
teachers is less than the number of practice teachers because of 
the different supervision practices under the different practice 
teaching formats. The number of cooperating teachers working 
under the different formats is reported in Table (See page 39.) 

The mean scores on the first three instruments obtained 
by the cooperating teachers are reported in Table 15* (See page 

39.) 
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Table 14 



SEMESTER II— COOPERATING TEACHERS 
CELL FREQUENCIES 



QrOUT) 


Practice Teachin/c Forcat 


Totals 


Student 

Teachim: 


^^ic^o-tean 


Intern 


Control 


20 


9 


2 


31 


Experimental. 


17 


5 


2 


22 


Totals 





12 


4 


^3 



Table 15 

COOPERATIHQ TEACHiBS 
CELL HEAKS 



Instrunent 


ilroup 


Practii 

Student 

Teachim; 


cc Teaching 
Ficro- 
Tean 


Fornat 

Intern 


KTAI 


Control 


70.85 


44.11 


19.00 




Experimental 




43.00 


56.00 


PHN 


OScores 


Control 


9.95 


11.88 


2.50 


(CoBnlexitv) 


Experimental 


12.82 


1 &• 66 


00 


S-Scores 


Control 


10.45 


12.00 


12.00 


(Strength of will 
and Rational! tj) 


Experimcrtal 


8.11 


14.00 


7.50 


I-ScoreG 


Control 


3.10 


4.11 


-11.00 


f T ndenendence) 


Experimental 


1.41 


*‘1.33__ 


-3. 00 


A»Scores 


Control 


12.65 


5.88 


- 13.00 


(Altruism) 


Experimental 


7.CX) 


*0.66 


7»30_ 


V-Scores 


Control 


12.95 


16.55 


7.00 


( Variahi li tjy ) 


Experi.'.icntal 


13.94 


1 Urn 66 


00 . 


T-Scores 


Control 


13.55 


8.11 


- 12.00 


(Trustworthiness) 


Experimental 


11.20 


-i3.33_- 


1 6« 00 


C Ze V-Scores 


Control 


22.90 


28.44 


9.50 


(Hultinlexity) 


Experimental 


26.76 


33.33 


27.00 


T,S,A, £' I-Scores 


Control 


59.75 


30.11 


- 24.00 


(Positivism) 


Experimental 


27.82 


18.33 


28. CX) 



Tia 



Cynicism Scores 


Control 

Experinental . _ 


1.18 
1.47 


1.00 

1.00 


1.25 

2.00 


Systeias Scores 


Control 

Experimental . _ _ 


I . 25 

J. L7 


1.44 

1.00 


1.00 

1.00 


Evaluativeness 


Control 


3.53 


5.11 


4.25 


Scores 


Experimental 


3.06 


2.67 ^ 


00 


openness Scores 


Control 


2.08 


2.22 


1.00 




2.1s 


2.17 


3.00 
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Table 16 contains the results of the analysis of variance 
perforned on the cooperating teachers' scores on the three instrii- 
nents. As can be seen, only one F-ratio attained the nagnitude neces- 
sary for significance. The 2ii evaluativeness scores resulted in a 
significant F-ratio of 4«09 for groups. Reference to Table 15 re- 
veals that all mean scores decreased over the seaester, with the in- 
tern cooperating teachers' mean score decreasing the cost. This 
would tend to indicate a decreasing amount of the characteristic of 
evaluativeness (see pages 28 and 29)* 



Table 16 

StJHHART OF AKOVA 
COOPERATIRO TEACHERS 





Source of Var^atii 


an 


Instrument 


Orou 


38 


Practice T< 
ing Fora 


ea ch- 
at 


Interact 

Term 


;ion 




F-ratio 


d.f. 


F-ratio 


d.f. 


F-ratio 


d.f. 


KTAI 


2.44 


1,47 


1.54 


2,47 


1.57 


2,47 




0.97 


1.47 


1.47 


g.47 


0.12 


2^i2 




0.37 


1 .47 


0^3_ 


12.47 


0.21 


2x42 




0.25 


U47 


1.28 


2.47 


0.50-^ 


24^2 




1.24 


1^47 


3.04 


2.47 


2.32 


2jiiZ 




0.41 


U47 


0.47_^ 


2.47 


1.45 


2.47 




0.00 


1 .47 


1.42 


2.47 


2.24 


2,47 

Izhl 


C & V— Scores 


1.24 


1 .47 


1.06 


a-**? 


0.31 


T.S.A^&J-Scores, 


0.38 




V.35 


2.47^ 


1.28 


2.W 


TIB 

Cyn'i ci SB SCOreS 


3.15 


1 .47 


1.68 


2,42- 


0.64 


2Ji2 




0.1 1 


1 .47 


0.30 


2.47 


0.52 . 


2.47 


Evaluativeness 


4.09* 


1,47 


0.76 


2,47 


1.33 


2,47 


Openness Scores 


0.80 


1 ,47 


0.16 


2,47 


2.21 


2,47 



♦significant at the .05 level 



F* c for 1 and 47 d.f. = 4*08 
• Up 

F rtc for 2 and 47 d»f» = 3«23 
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Questionnaire Data 

The contingency tables (Appendix F) yield significant Chi- 
square values on four itesis (see Table 17)““nuBbers 6t and 

22. A scrutiny of the contingency table for item 6 reveals that 
cooperating teachers of student beachers were loss apt to en- 
courage practice teachers to criticize proponed lenson plans than 
were cooperating teachers of interns, and to soae extent, co- 
operating teachers of oicro-teaa practice teachers. 



Table 17 

CHI-SQUARE ANALYSIS CF QUESTIONNAIRE DATA 
COOPERATING TEACHEIS 




•significant at the .05 level 

Chi-equare for 8 d.f. at .05 level — 15''507 



The respor.se distribution for ites 14 would scets to indi- 
cate that cooperating teachers of student teachers saw the practice 
teaching role as ..ore of a tutoring role than did cooperating teachers 
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of interns and micro-tean teachers* Student teacher cooperating 
teachers seemed to encouraco their practice teachers to work more 
with individual students and thus, perhaps, less with groups of stu- 
dents. 

Item 18 would seem to reveal somewhat of a discrepancy be- 
cooperating teachers* views and their practice teachers* views 
with regard to talking over discipline problems* Cooperating teach- 
ers of student teachers felt that there was good communication be- 
tween then and their practice teachers— a view not nearly as strongly 
held by their practice teachers (see Appendix F)* Cooperating 
teachers of interne and micro-team teachers, however, seemed to feel 
that insufficient communication on this problem occurred, while 
their practice teachers seemed to feel somewhat more positive about 

this aspect of their relationship* 

A perusal of the contingency table for item 22 discloses 
much the sane pattern as observed the first semester on this item- 
cooperating teachers of student teachers tended to encourage use of 
school records somewhat more than did cooperating teachers of in- 
terns and micro— team teachers* Again, just what significance this 
may have is not clearly revealed* 

SUKHARY OF FIHDINOS 



Practice Teachers 

12^* No changes were revealed either semester with the use 
of this instrument* 

PHH * Although no significant changes were revealed the 
first semester, there were trends present which became increasingly 
visible the second semester and resulted in significant differences 

in the following dimensions: 

Strength of gill and Rationality * *»people have con- 
trol over their own outcomes and ••• understand the motives 
behind their behavior" (Wrightsman, 1967i P» 12). The 
scores yielded significant F-ratios for both main effects 
(groups and student teaching format) as well as for the inter- 
action term* As reference to Table 11 describes, the micro- 

O 
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teaa teachers showed a largo drop (13*65 points), whereas, 
the interns went up slightly, and the student teachers 
dropped slightly. The first semester data, as reported in 
Table 3, shows the same drop in micro-team mean scores, with 
the interns and student teachers going up slightly. The 
same direction of scores for the micro-team teachers would 
seem to add validity to the probable presence of a factor 
in the environment which contributed to this condition. 

PoBltlviSB . (The sum of T,S,A, & I, or a general 
favorableness of human nature score. ) The scores yielded a 
significant F-ratio on main effect due to groups. As 
Table 11 revealed, all groups mean scores dropped, with the 
micro— teams dropping most dracatically by far (38 points), 
compared with two points for the student teachers and three 
points for the interns. The first semester the sane drop 
was evident, although not significant, in micri/-tear. scores, 
whereas, student teachers and interns improved their mean 
scores the first semester. Again, consistc Tcy of the trend 
in the micro- team scores would lend validity to the data. 



TIB. The results on this instrument over the two semesters 
do not show consistent trends. The two dimensions which show sig- 
nificant changes are as follows: 

Evaluativeness. (*'The extent to which an individual 

makes judgments." Harvey, 1971)* The first semester’s 
significant F-ratio on the TIB evaluativeness on the prac- 
tice teaching format is not consistent with the second 
semester results. In the first semester all groups dropped 
significantly in their scores; whereas, in the second semes- 
ter the micro-teams went up slightly. Consequently, on the 
basis of this inconsistency, it is doubtful where any valid 

conclusions could be drawn. 

Openness . (’’ ... tolerance of ideas which run coun- 
ter to one's own deeply held beliefs." Harvey, 1971)* In 
the first semester the significant F-ratio occurred on the 
practice teaching format factor, whereas, in the second 
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eeaester the slsnlflcant F»ratio occurred in the main effect 
due to groups* An examination of the mean ecoree in Tables 
3 and 11 indicates that^ whereas, the micro^teaa scores 
indicated a fairly high degree of openness, the interns' 
scores consistently increased over the semester's experience* 
The mean scores, however, were always higher for aicro>tean 
teachers and interns than for student teachers; and the 
highest post-test scores of the interns were never higher 
than those of the micro-teams* 



Cooperating Teachers 

MTAI* No changes were revealed for either semester with the 
use of this instrument* 

PHK * No changes were revealed for either semester with the 
use of this instrument* 

TIB * This instrument was the only one to reveal any signi- 
ficant difference, and only in the dimension on evaluativeness 
(" *** good-bad, right— wrong, to avoid issues* A highly evaluative 
person would be one who sees a large number of wrongs in the world 
and bothers rarely to mention what's right" Harvey, 1971)* The 
practice teaching format yielded significance during the first semes- 
ter, whereas, during the second semester the main effect of groups 
produced the significance* The micro-team cooperating teachers, in 
this characteristic, were less apt to be dogmatic* The micro-team 
cooperating teachers* pre and post-test scores were lower than 
either of the other two groups of cooperating teachers* This trend 
was axso evident the second semester, although not yielding a sig- 
nificant F-ratio due to the practice teaching foraat* Again, this 
lends validity to the findings* 
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Chapter ^ 



LIMITATIOllG, COI.'CLUSIOHS, AND IKPI.ICATIONS 
LIMIT ATIOIIS 

perhaps at this juncture it ;?ould be well to point out to 
the reader that certain liiiiitations existed in the inception and 
execution of this study (aore explicitlyi the internal design fac- 
tors and the external environiaental factors). There were at least 
three visible design factors which aay have had an effect upon the 
findings of this study which we, as the experimenters, did not suf- 
ficiently control. The first factor dealt with the time differen- 
tial. During the first semester the pre-test testing program was 
not completed until the practice teachers had been in the field for 
approximately three weeksj whereas, during the second semester, the 
testing was completed before the practice teachers went to their 
teaching stations. The second factor dealt with the insufficiency 
of validation of the Practice Teaching Inventory prior to its use 
in this study. On the basis of face validity the instrument appeared 
worthy; however, concurrent validity and reliability studies were not 
performed. Time was not available for use of the instrument prior 
to the study. The danger of using this instrument on cooperating 
teachers who would have participated in the study, in order to in- 
sure its validityi could have produced practice effect phenomena. 

The final factor dealt with replication. Test data during the sec- 
ond semester replication were gathered only on cooperating teachers 
who were not part of the first semester's investigation. The ration- 
ale fer this decision was concern for the practice effect which 
might have manifested itself if the same test were given to the same 
group of teachers over a time lapse of only fifteen weeks. The use, 
then, of the first semester data on the repeating cooperating 
teachers was based upon the assumption that the second semester ex- 
perience of these cooperating teachers would be similar to their 
first semester's experiences. This assunption may or may not have 
been legitimate. 



The five environaontal factors which we recognized as pos- 
sibly having some effect upon otir findings were the following* First, 
it was, perhaps, overly optinistic to expect significant changes in a 
oajor personality dimension such as the self concept to occur in a 
semester. In similar studies reviewed in the literature measuring 
other personality dimensions such as openmindedness , dogmatism, self 
concept, etc* , there appears to be additional evidence to substantiate 
the findings reported in this study* Kinard (1968), Watson (1964), 
and Castek (1970), in separate studies, found no overall positive 
significant difference in student teachers' attitudes after one 
semester of practice teaching* However, the organization of the 
practice teaching experience is one semestr in length, over which 
the controls were external to this study, and consequently could not 
be altered by us. Second, the school system in which a majority of 
our practice teachers were involved, and to which all the micro-team 
teachers were assigned, underwent a change in its chief administra- 
tive officer* A new superintendent was hired at mid-year* Prior 
to this time the district operated with the assistant superinten- 
dent acting as the superintendent* With the coming of the new 
superintendent a series of studies and policy changes occurred within 
the district* Third, the bu:. Iding principal of the school in which 
the majority of the micro- team teach< **s were placed was involved in 
a school board dispute over his retention for the coming year be- 
cause of health reasons* The plight of the principal, a man popular 
with both his staff and the practice teachers, may have had a de- 
pressant effect upon certain scores, i*e., PHfi Positivism and Strength 
of Will and Rationality* Fourth, during the second semester a teacher 
militancy became visible within the district in which the majority 
of the practice teachers were placed (all the micro— team teachers 
were in this district)* A strike threat was present throughout the 
second semester and resulted in a strike during the month of April* 

We feel this situation may have affected the practice teachers' 
Positivism and Evaluativeness scores* Furthermore, this would have 
been a selective effect because all the micro-team practice teachers 
were within this district, while less than half of each of the other 
two groups were in the district* In effect, we believe the practice 
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teachers' scores nay have been reflecting their cooperating teachers' 
©repressed feelings and attitudes* Fifth} the cuployaont forecast for 
graduating practice teachers during the second semester was exceedingly 
grin* These students, who enrolled four years ago with optimism about 
the availability of teaching positions, upon graduation were wltnes* 
sing a totally different situation* Whereas, in the past there were 
many vacancies for each graduate, at the tine of this study a trend 
in the opposite direction was beginning to take place* ThiiS may have 
resulted in sonewrhat less positive outlooks on life, i*e*, TIB cyni- 
cism scores* 



COIICLUSIONS 



One of the unique aspects of this study is that it is a 
first attempt, based upon fixed criteria, to compare one type of 
practice teaching organization with another* Up to this time, for the 
most part, studies reported in the literature focused upon comparing 
practice teacher behavior within one form of practice teaching organi- 
zation; e*g*, The Effect of Student Teaching on the Attitudes of the 
Student Teacher (Jekel, 1966); A Study of Changes in Openness of Stu- 
dent Teachers During the Student Teaching Experience (Klnard, 1968 ); 
Comparison of Internship Programs (Shaplln and Powell, I 964 ); Com* 
parlson of_ Interns with Reitular First Year Teachers (Haberman, 1965); 
etc* This study in its design succeeded in comparing three forms 
of practice teaching organization using instruments designed to evalu- 
ate practice teaching organizational effectiveness by measuring the 
changes in the extent of openmindedness and several dimensions of 
self concept of the practice teachers* These changes in self concept 
and openmindedness are the fixed criteria used to evaluate the three 
forms of practice teaching organization— student teaching, micro- 
team teaching, and interning* With this recapitulation of the pur- 
pose for jthis study and based upon the assumption that the class- 
room teacher with a more positive self concept and a more open mind 
to the examination of ideas contrary to his is a more successful 
teacher, and with the previously summarized findings and prior descrip- 
tion of limitations, the following conclusions were made* 



The results of this experinent failed to provide conclusive 
evidence that any one of the practice teaching foraats was superior 
to the others in producing changes, vlthin this tine span, in the 
practice teacher's self concept. Although differential -hanges did 
occur due to practice teaching forcats on sone individual dinensions 
and sub-scores, no overall consistent pattern of changes occurred. 

The second major conclusion of this study was that the nicro- 
teaa teaching forrat and tho intern foroat seened to produce core 
openness in the practice teachers (i.e. , a willingness to examine 
beliefs contrary to one's own basic beliefs) than did the student 
teaching enviroiusent. This is indicated not only by the results of 
the AHOVA analysis of the three psychological instrunentn, but also 
by the contingency tables of the response distributions on the 
tiee Teach inventory. The practice teachers in both the intern 
and nicro-team environments indicated that they felt much freer than 
did the student teachers to examine critically their cooperating 
teachers' proposed lesson plans. The micro-team practice teachers, 
in addition to this, felt more free to discuss discipline problems 
with their cooperating teachers than did student teachers and in- 
terns. Additional findings dealing with cooperating teachers' re- 
sponses to the Practice Te aching Invcntorit indicate that cooperating 
teachers of student teachers were les*» apt to encourage practice 
teachers to criticize their proposed lesson plans than were co- 
operating teachers of interns and to some extent cooperating teach- 
ers of micro-team practice teachers. 

One additional finding of the study indicated that micro-team 

practice teachers, as well as interns, felt very positively about 
the tine allocated for planning, while student teachers felt most 
rushed and had the least time to prepare lessons. Their respective 
cooperating teachers reported much the sane feelings. It is en- 
couraging to note that the nicro-team practice teachers and co- 
operating teachers have expressed this feeling, since it was one of 
the unique characteristics of the plan as perceived by the designer 

(Altman, i969i 1970). 
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IMPLICATIOHS 



It would appear to be relevant to this study to re-emphasize 
at this point that comparisons could bo made most legitimately be- 
tween the micro— team practice teachers and the student teacher prac- 
tice teachers because of the homogeneity of student population from 
which they were drawn (see Appendix B); whereas, the interns were 
selected on the basis of higher academic achievement and personal 
interviews* Comparisons, therefore, between the interns and the 
other two groups may contain a built-in bias in favor of the interns* 
Keeping this in mind, we feel Justified in making the implication 
that a significant difference would exist between the interns and 
micro- team teachers if both groups had been drawn from the same 
population, with the micro-team teachers showing more favorable 
changes* This not being the case, the micro-team practice teachers, 
nevertheless, showed up as well, and in some instances higher, than 
the interns, indicating a richer and more effective practice teach- 
ing environment. It would appear, therefore, from this study, that 
perhaps a re— examination of the intern teaching stations would be 

in order* 

Another implication from this study is one which focuses up. 
the economy of use of available practice teaching stations. The 
micro-teams, with two practice teachers assigned to one cooperating 
teacher, require half the number of stations, enabling an institu- 
tion such as Wisconsin State University— La Crosse to field its 
practice teaching program within close proximity to the university; 
thus saving supervisory travel time* This wDUld offer some practi- 
cal suggestions to teacher training institutions having a paucity 
of available practice teaching stations in close proximity to the 
campus due to either a multitude of institutions of higher learning 
concentrated in a small geographic area, or a sparse concentration 
of elementary and secondary schools in a large geographic region. 

It would also appear in order to suggest that colleges of education 
which are unable to participate in an intern program might consider 
the micro-team teaching organization as a satisfactory or superior 
alternative. 
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There alco seems to be some indication that the schools in 
v/hich the micro-teams and interns function have more open environ- 
ments, as evidenced by the cooperating teachers' scores. This may 
suggest that further study be initiated to determine whether the 
presence of the micro -teams and/or interns creates a more open 
school environment. 

Finally, the research methods and design used in this study 
may have use as a model for future research in comparing the effec- 
tiveness of other phases of teacher training programs with one 
another. 



/ 
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GLOSSARY 



Altruism . The extent of unselfishness, sincere sympathy, and concern 
for others, (Wrightsman, 1964, p* 744)* 

Relief System . A set of predispositions to perceive, feel toward and 
respond to ego-involving stimuli and events in a consistent 
v;ay. (Harvey, BSE, p. 2). ^ 

nomnlexity of Human Nature . The extent to which people are per- 
ceived as being complex and hard to understand or simple and 
easy to understand, (V/rightsman, 1964, P» 744). 

Cooperating Teacher . A regular teacher of school pupils who also 

directs the work of an undergraduate practice teacher in the 
same building. (This teacher may be, in the case of student 
teaching or micro-team teaching, directing the work of the 
practice teacher in the same classroom.,) 

Cynicism. , An expression of distrust and a general feeling that 

nothing is worthwhile or matters. (Harvey, March 12, 1971). 

(See Appendix G)« 

Dogmatism . Certitude with the implication that the individual had 
some eternal truth. (Harvey, June 16, 1971). (See Appen- 
dix F). 

Rvaluativeness . The extent to which an individual makes Judgments— 
good— bad, right— wrong— social issues. (A highly evaluative 
person would be one who sees a large number of wrongs in the 
world and bothers rarely to mention what's right,). (Harvey, 

1971). 

Independence . The extent to v/hich a person can maintain his con- 
victions in the face of society's pressure toward conformity. 

(V/rightsman, 1964, p. 744). 

TnternshllD . A type of undergraduate practice teaching in which the 
trainee may assume responsibility for from 2/5 to 1/2 of a 
full teaching load for the semester. The semester is identified 
as the school semester rather than as the university semester. 
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Micro-team Teaching . A type of undergraduate practice teaching which 
is a scaled down team teaching operation talcing place in a 
single self-contained classroom with tv/o practice teachers 
and one experienced teacher operating as a teaching team 
for one semester. The practice teachers follow the uni- 
versity calendar for the semester. 

Qpenmindedness/Closedmindedness . The extent to which one is recep- 
tive to new ideas I reasonj etc. The extent to v/hich one is 
free from bias or prejudice. The more openminded the indi- 
vidual| the more receptive he is to new ideas. The more 
closedminded the individual, the less willing he is to points 
of view different from his own. 

Openness . The extent to which an individual is tolerant to and re- 
ceptive to some idea that runs counter to his own deeply 
held beliefs. (’’High openness" would imply a willingness to 
examine ideologies counter to one’s ov/n beliefs. ) (Harvey, 

1971). 

Practice Teaching . The name applied to extended types of undergradu- 
ate professional laboratory field experiences taken during 
either semester of the senior year in v/hich the student 
teaches dally in a school to gain practical experiences under 
the direction of a cooperating teacher and a university super- 
visor, and for v/hich the student receives undergraduate 
credit. 

Practice Teaching Format . The specific type of organization in v/hich 
practice teaching takes place— student reaching, interning, 
micro-team teaching. 

gnVinnl Organization Climate . The extent to which the permanent staff 
members, during instructional planning meetings, are willing 
to accept or listen to the ideas and opinions of the practice 
teachers. 

Self Concept . Those attitudes and feelings a person holds about him- 
self in terms of his adequacies and inadequacies; in terms of 
his values; and in terms of his desires. 



Stren/^th of V/ill and Hatlonality . The extent to which people under- 
stand the motives behind their behavior and the extent to 
which they have control over their outcomes* (Virightsmauj 
1964, p. 744). - 

Student Teaching . A type of undergraduate practice teaching in which 
the student assumes increasing responsibility for directing 
the learning of a group or groups of learners over a semester. 
The trainee in the elementary school frequently does his 
student teaching in a self-contained classroom. The student 
follows the university calendar. 

Supervisor . A regular college staff member v/ho has as all or part 
of his assigned work load the supervision of the activities 
of the practice teachers. 

Trustworthiness . The extent to which people are seen as moral, honest, 
and reliable. (Wrightsman, 1964, p. 744)* 

Variability in Human Nature . The extent of individual differences 

in basic nature, and the basic changeability in human nature. 
(Wrightsman, 1964, p* 744). 
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MICRO TEAM TEACHING 

A NE’JV APPROACH TO TRAINING TEACHERS FOR TEAM TEACHING 
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MICRO TEAM TEACHING 



A NEW APPROACH TO TRAINING TEACHERS FOR TEAM TEACHING 

One of the most provocative developments in classroom or- 
ganization during the past decade has been team teaching. From its 
rennaiesance in 1957 at the Franklin School in Lexington, Massachu- 

« 

setts, the practice has diffused to all levels and kinds of schools. 
Today public, private, and parochial schools are teaming at all levels— 
elementary, junior high, and senior high. Even nursery schools and 
college liberal arts and science departments have got into the act. In 
fact, there seems to be no level of schooling in which team teaching 
appears impractical or undesirable. On the drawing board more schools 
each year are being designed or remodeled for team teaching and if, 
as Robert Anderson of Harvard predicts, by 1 98 O over 50% of the pub- 
lic schools will have some type of team teaching, then there is an 
urgent need not only to train new teachers, but also to retrain ex- 
perienced teachers in this operation. 

Why the focus on teaming? V/hat does team teaching attempt 
to accomplish which other forms of organization cannot? Perhaps 
nothing, but on the other hand, perhaps it is a better means for 
keeping the school.'s curriculum and instruction current. A cursory 
examination of the rationale behind teaming would suggest that there 
is, among other factors, increased urgency for teachers to be current, 
resulting from the number of new and more complex curriculums in the 
various disciplines, and from the increasing number of instructional 
innovations within the content areas. No longer is it reasonable 
to expect an elementary teacher to be current in curriculum and in- 
struction in language arts, social studies, science, mathematics, 
reading, music, art, etc. Even professors of education specializ- 
ing in elementary curriculum and instruction can no longer keep on 
top of all these changes. There is a gap between what we know about 



*Prior to the inception of team teaching at Lexington, Massa- 
chusetts, there is historical evidence which indicates that teachers 
teamed; e. g. , college football squads are directed by a team of line, 
back, and end coaches. 
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I curriculum and instruction and what is going on in the schools. It 

seems, therefore, that team teaching might be one of the answers. 

Rather than expecting a teacher to be current in all areas, one 
might more reasonably expect, through teaming, to he current in one 

or two areas. 

Along with the obvious consequence of increasing knowledge 
affecting the organization for instruction, there is also a greater 
demand by colleges of education for more field stations which re- 
flect modern school organizational patterns. Today , among univer- 
sity student teaching directors there is a race for placement of 
student teachers in schools which have one or more of the following 
programs: team teaching, nongradedness, computer assisted instruc- 

tion, modular scheduling, discovery centers, learning labs, etc. 

The situation has become so desperate that student teachers are fre- 
quently placed in schools one or two hundred miles from the university 

in order to get this type of training. 

To alleviate this problem colleges of education have been 
experimenting with a variety of plans such as intern teaching, re- 
' mote teacher training, correlated teacher education, clinical and 

tutorial programs, consortiums, colloquiums, etc. The idea of a 
micro team has been developed as another plan for training teachers 
! in the use of nev/er curriculums and forms of instruction, while at 

I the same time training them in the organization and operation of a 

i teaching team. Through this plan teachers who are ready and willing 

^ can try out team teaching in their own classrooms without the need 

I for the administration to reorganize a school or part of a school. 

I Through the use of university personnel or anyone knowledgeable in 

\ the theory and practice of team teaching, experienced teachers can 

I get started on team teaching prior to committing themselves to par- 

j ticipation in a total school team teaching operation. In a typical 

situation it is possible for a micro team to operate in one class- 
room. As one teacher involved in the project has said: "The 

unique thing about this plan is that I can try out teaming without 

I *The V/isconsin Improvement Program has utilized interns in 

teams throughout V/isconsin since 1959 * 
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involving the other teachers on the floor." 

Team teaching as an organizational design for cooperative 
planning, instruction, and evaluation is a highly complex process 
and has caused legitimate concern for many educators in the area of 
training teachers for it. Involvement of seventy or eighty child** 
ren, itself, makes this a complex operation. Instructing a group of 
this size requires the development of plans v/hich are able to stimu- 
late and sustain a wide range of interests and abilities. In addi** 
tion to dealing with larger numbers of children, the involvement of 
more teachers and the emphasis on a continuous examination of cur** 
riculum and instruction increase the complexity of the operat-*.on. 

Consequently, to consider plunging teachers into this organization 
without any readiness other than a fev/ meetings or a summer work** 
ship is courting the development of mediocre team teaching organi** 
zation. True, schools are teaming, but how successful are they? 

Are they real team teaching situations, or departmental operations 
taking place under the guise of team teaching? Are new curriculums j 

and innovations in education diffusing into the classroom, or are j 

the same old things being done by three or more teachers and still 1 

disaffecting kids? ! 

<5 

Anyone who has visited schools engaged in team teaching has j 

undoubtedly observed that there were many variations, among which we I 

find some old staffing patterns now called team teaching. These 
arrangements identified as team teaching are frequently designed to 
make teaching more convenient for the teachers rather than more bene- ? 

ficial to the kids. These designs are characteri.zed by "team strate- ^ 

gies" which operate on the level of : "I'll work v/ith the bright IcLds 
this year, you can v/ork with the average ones, and Let's have the new 
teacher work with the slow ones. It will be good experience for him;" , 

or, "I'll teach your social studies if you'll teach my science;" or / 

perhaps, "We can have all fourth grades view the science and social 
studies films together and then each of us can take a turn to work 

on records or reports." Perhaps the words are different, but the ^ 

rationale is the same, and real purpose is camouflaged under the 
guise of team teaching. Unfortunately, in time, teachers and adminis- 
trators in these situations either become discouraged because they 
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realize they're not teaming, or they come to believe they have a team 
teaching organization when in practice they have only a departmental 
program, an ability grouping scheme, or audio-visual jnstruction for 
more than one classroom. To believe that team teaching is an ad- 
ministrative operation which is primarily a matter of reshuff?.ing 

kids and schedules is a mistake! 

To develop a plan to counteract from the start some of the 
misconceptions about team teaching, a group of local public school 
teachers, along with seniors majoring in elementary education at 
Wisconsin State University— La Crosse, have been learning about team 
organization. By placing two student teachers with one experienced 
teacher, a micro team teaching organization has been developed. The 
project, directed and coordinated by two staff members from the uni~ 
versity, has been designed as a model for pre-service and in-service 
teacher training in team teaching. All of this is part of a univer- 
sity funded research project called Micro Te am Teaching, designed to 
help teacher training institutions and school systems seduce ex- 
perienced teachers into team teaching, as well as to prepare student 
teachers for teaming. 

Micro team teaching, by involving fewer students and teachers, 
gives the experienced teacher a chance to gain experience in teaming 
in a climate which is compatible with his own rate of change. At 
this level the scheduling and grouping of kids and teachers can be 
minimized, and the more significant characteristics, (i.e. , co-op- 
erative curriculum decision making, instructional planning, and 
evaluation) can be maximized. The team planning sessions reflect the 
most advanced type of operation; only it is carried out with three 
teachers for fewer students and is consequently less complex. The 
total operation has this rationale: minimization of complexltj^. 

In a sense it is like learning to drive a car— one first has the 
option of deciding whether he wants to learn to drive, and if he 
decides he does, then he starts on the side streets or country roads 
before he tries the busy throughfares at the rush hour. In essence, 
the micro team is a scaled down team teaching operation which em- 
phasizes professional cooperation for instructing an aggregate of 
students. The description which follows illustrates this. 
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Each classroom teacher taking part in the plan is a volunteer. 
The student teachers are assigned to the teams. At the beginning of 
each semester the three members of the team— "the tv/o students and the 
experienced teacher--attend an orientation meeting conducted, in this 
case, by the university staff member, and/or building principal who 
coordinate the project. At this meeting the team members are briefed, 
through the use of video tapes and discussion, about the nature of 
team teaching— its organization and objectives. They are made av;are 
of the dynamics of the planning operation. The importance of exten- 
sive planning is further dignified by providing the teachers with 
time to plan. It is explained that in addition to daily planning, 
each team will have one full morning per week from 8:00-12:00 to plan 
for the next week's instruction. A substitute teacher, usually the 

♦ 

same person each time, v/ill be hired to take over during that time. 

The team will then be free for an uninterrupted planning session. 

The planning operation generally consists of two phases: 

(1) making broad decision? about what to teach, and (2) designing 
drafts about how to teach. At these sessions the team decides upon 
the general objectives for units of work for the following week, or, 
as in social studies or science, for some time in the near future. 
Generally this decision making operation is kicked off by a barn- 
storming session in which all kinds of objectives are listed, exam- 
ined, and possibly discarded. Those selected are usually those most 
relevant to the times, to the abilities and interests of the children, 
to the notions appearing in the literature about curriculum design, 
and to the capatilities of the team. In an academic discipline such 
as science or social studies, this may eat up couple of hours or 
an entire Friday morning. In this plan there are no team leaders. 

If at the onset the team members feel inadequate to make decisions 
about objectives for a content area, on© team member usually is 
appealed to by the other members to quarterback the unit and to do 
some adult reading on the topic, and at a later date report his 



*In this system there were not sufficient numbers of periods 
for planning sessions. Where special teachers are in a building and 
teach classes, this planning session might take place when the spe- 
cials are teaching. 
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findings back to the team. If this be the case, the curriculum 
operation in this subject area becomes tabled for a later time and 
another area is taken up for decision making. In either case, cur- 
riculum objectives generally have top priority in the planning session. 

A rather interesting example of this operation occurred when 
one of the fourth grade teams v/as developing a science unit aimed 
toward explaining the concept of energy. The teachers found in 
examining the children's textbooks that they went overboard in their 
descriptions of v/ind and water as examples of energy, but ignored 
nuclear energy. The team decided that alghough much of this v/as in- 
teresting, it v/asn't relevant to the here and nov/. What should be 
emphasized, they decided, was nuclear energy. Even without depth of 
loiowledge in this field, these teachers felt they could develop some 
general understandings which were more relevant to the times. In 
another situation a fifth grade team planned that the study of modern 
America should emphasize social inequalities rather than survey a 
multitude of generalizations about the subject matter. Historical, 
economic, and physical characteristics were examined to explain, in 
part, these present social conditions. 

V/hile the development of curriculum objectives led the teams 
to an examination of curriculum issues, the development of instruc- 
tional plans focused upon instructional innovations. Once the cur- 
riculum objectives have been determined, the teams direct their ener- 
gy to decisions about how best to bring the learners and the objec- 
tives together. Again the teams barnstorm for ideas, imagining all 
possible alternatives for instruction. The emphasis here is; "What 
teaching tools can v/e invent to facilitate learning? How should we < 
introduce this? How can we teach this creatively?" Once the search 
for ideas is cooled, a skeletal framework for instruction develops. 

At this point each member of the team accepts the responsibility for 
some part of the instruction; that is, assumes responsibility for 
putting the ingredients into a proper mix. This entails deciding 
cooperatively how the content should be introduced, what activities 
should be engaged in by the learner, what materials and equipment 
are needed, and how the instruction should be evaluated. The execu- 
tion of these collective decisions is usually left to the individual 
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team members responsible for the particular aspect of the lesson* 

In a planning session such as the one just described, it 
frequently happens that the decisions made about what and how to teach 
will direct classroom instruction in a particular area for a period 
of weeks. Consequently, subsequent Friday planning sessions v/ill 
focus upon this operation only incidentally— in terms of progress 
being made. The team then centers its attention upon other areas of 
planning. Thus, science might be discussed in depth only once in a 
month or six weeks, and discussed only incidentally during the in~ 
t erim when the major focus is in other areas. It is in this area of 
planning that micro teams need the most help from someone outside 
the teams who is continuously challenging the team to utilize more 
complex curriculum objectives* In the micro teams, Bloom's and 
Krathv/ohl's taxonomies of educational objectives in the cognitive and 
affective domains were the instruments used to upgrade the curriculum 
decision making. 

With decision maldng about curriculum and instruction com- 
pleted in the major area of emphasis for that week, the time that 
remains is spent either in blocking out in general terms the schedule 
for the week, or in examining problems of individual children. Here 
the teachers bring to bear all their knowledge in identifying, and 
offering suggestions for remediating, learning difficulties. They 
also evaluate lessons previously taught in terms of their observable 
effects upon the whole class and individuals within the class* 

The planning decisions resulting from these sessions are made 
operations! in the classroom* Some of these decisions are highly 
visible, while others are less perceptible. To the casual visitor 
looking in on s micro team for s few minutes, it could appear that 
v/hat he v/as witnessing vms a self-contained classroom of twenty-five 
to thirty- five children v/ith three teachers— one teacher to ten or 
so children. Or perhaps it would appear as if some school of edu- 
cation was getting pretty hard up for student teaching stations and 
was now assigning two student teachers to a critic teacher. However, 
after watching these people for an hour or two, he would begin to 
notice subtle differences betv/een this situation and the conventional 
student teaching programs. Probably one observable difference would 



be that the three teachers frequently helped one another teach. The 
teacher identified as the cooperating teacher might be seen assisting 
rather than directing the other teachers. He would also notice the 
large group, small group, and individual instruction that seem to be 
part of the scheme. The unique aspect of the small group instruction 
is that the team teachers are teaching in small groups not only in 
reading and arithmetic, but also in science, language arts, and social 
studies as well. These kids are being grouped not only on the basis 
of ability, but also on the basis of interests end personality charac- 
teristics. Another difference observed by the visitor would be the 
amount of time the teachers seem to have during the school day to 
plan and study individually, because inherent in the program when a 
teacher isn’t teaching, assisting, or observing is the feeling that 
he is free to leave the classroom. Outside the classroom these 
teachers can be observed reading journals, bulletins, pupil records, 
or studying subject matter in the teachers' lounge. Curriculum 
study, instructional planning, and pupil evaluation with another team 
member can also be observed when the teachers aren't in contact with 
children. At any rate, the teachers seem to be using school time, a 
lot of it, to do school work other than actual teaching. It soon 
becomes apparent to the visitor that these teachers are being weaned 
from the notion that the hallmark of a good elementary teacher is 
measured by the number of hours of contact with kids. 

The following case illustrates the micro team instructional 
operation. In one fourth grade, to teach the structural characteris- 
tics of rhyming, free verse, and Haiku poetry, the team arranged the 
children in three small groups. Each teacher taught one of the types 
of poetry to each of the small groups. The pli-ns called for each 
teacher, every fifteen minutes, to move to another corner of the room 
and instruct another group. This was developed as a t each-reteach 
type of lesson in which corrections to the previous instruction could 
be made when working with the next group. In subsequent lessons they 
worked with these groups and achieved almost total participation from 
the groups in writing poems in each of the three forms. To culminate 
this series of small group instruction, each of the team teachers 
selected a poem about trees and read it to the class— one in Haiku, 



one in free verse, and one in rhyming— each giving it "all they got." 
V/hat happened? The children, in discussing the poems, were able not 
only to distinguish among the different forms of poetry, but also to 
explain in depth their ovm feelings about their preferences for a 
particular poetic form. This type of instruction refl(3cted the con- 
siderable amount of cooperative planning which took place prior to 
instruction. 

The teachers' evaluation of the lesson was informal and 
centered upon such questions as: "What made the lesson click?" "V/hat 
follow-up can we have?" "V/hat needs to be retaught?" "V/hat per- 
centage of kids tuned us out?" "Why?" "How can v/e get to them?" 
Questions like these are asked over and over again during the mid- 
morning break, a pre— afternoon session, or a free moment. 

Although the teams essentially do their own planning, an 
advisor from the university attends their planning meetings to assist 
the teams. University advisors assist the teams in bringing to them 
new insights about curriculum and instruction, particularly in the 
area of audio-visual materials and teaching techniques. The building 
principal also works with the teams and is particularly helpful in 
destroying the myth that teachers couldn't engineer the curriculum 
to meet the needs of their classes because, "They (the building prin- 
cipal) v/ouldn't let us." 

One of the dimensions of the teaming operation which cannot 
be ignored is the human relations aspect of the micro teams* At 
the onset it is made clear to the cooperating teachers and student 
teachers that they are to perceive themselves as equals. If the plan 
is to succeed, it didn't seem possible to engage in this operation 
if the cooperating teachers didn't treat the students with the same 
respect and courtesy that they would treat other teachers in their 
building v;ho might be teaming with them. As they wouldn't make un- 
reasonable demands of their colleagues, they were advised not to do 
so with these students. The student teachers are also expected to 
carry their share of the load and make decisions based upon their 
prior teaching. They needed to restructure their own self image. 

It appears from observations that the experienced teachers are 
better able to adjust to this mode of behavior than are the student 
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teachers. The student teachers having been treated as students for 
so long, find it difficult at first to accept or adjust to a posi- 
tion of equality. However, once this occurs, usually after a month, 
student teacher perceives himself as a teacher and no longer 
merely as playing the role of teacher. From that point on, heightened 
communications develop and dynamic teaming takes place. 

The children taught by the teams show considerable enthusiasm 
for the program. Why shouldn't they? In this plan they are being 
fed on a highly nutritive diet of stimulating lessons which are care- 
ially planned and evaluated. One of the boys made the following 
comment to his teacher about this type of instruction: "I never knew 
school could be like this! Why, I'd even be willing to go on Satur- 
f?ays. " Many of the teams found it was hard to get the kids to go 
home at the end of the day. There does seem to be some carryover 
among the students. Present teachers of pupils who were previously 
engaged in this project have told us that these children display^, 
considerable accomplishments in their independent study habits and 
in their positive attitudes about schooling. 

As the team operation is examined over a period of time, and 
as more experienced teachers become involved in the program, there 
appear to be several directions toward which the program can go— 
not only in its obvious potential for developing team teachers, but 
also as a less demanding way to induct student teachers into those 
areas in which the field experiences of student teaching is beyond 
the readiness of most student teachers; i.e. , the urban ghettos. 
Perhaps micro teams in an inner city classroom would minimize the 
frustration experienced by student teachers put into these highly 
complex situations. It v/ould be most interesting to try! 

What the direction of this particular operation will be 
remains to be seen. It seems there are still many unanswered 
questions about micro teaming. Does the program give the teacher 
better preparation for teaching in the self-contained classroom as 
well as in the team oriented organization? Does team planning tend 
to focus more upon subject matter than upon the learner, and, if so, 
is that good or bad? Can a school system develop micro teams with- 
out university sponsorship? (I believe so.) What spin-offs can be 
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expected from this ’'type of operation? (Already we're beginning to 
see the possibility of this plan for training clinical professors, 
as well as for structuring a highly sophisticated in-service program) 
Will full blown team teaching in a building result, in time, from 
this type of operation, and if so, will the teachers be better pre- 
pared to engage in this type of operation as a result of their ex- 
perience? At this time, one thing is evident, however, as a result 
of this teaming operation: the teachers are not content to go back 

to their previous form of teaching; nor are they content with text- 
book teaching or outmoded curriculums. As one of the teachers who 
was involved in this project said: "I'll never be the same, and I'm 

g:ad!" 
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APPENDIX B 



CHAKACTERISTICS OF THE ELEMENTARY PRACTICE TEACHING PROGRAMS 
AT WISCONSIN STATE UNIVERSITY— LA CROSSE 



Student Teaching* 


Interning* 


Micro-team* 








1. Student teacher- 


Student teacher-co-op- 


Two student teachers 8e 


cooperating teacher 


crating teacher ratio 


one cooperating teach- 


are organized on a 


can vary from a one 


er are organized on a 


one to one basis in a 


teacher to one intern 


two to one basis in a 


self-contained class- 


ratio to a team of six 


self-contained class- 


room* 


teachers and three in- 
terns. 


room. This organiza- 
tion may vary to four 
student teachers 8e 
two cooperating teach- 
ers. 


2. Team teaching may 


Team teaching may or 


Team teaching is part 


or may not be part of 
this design 


may not be part of this 
design. 


of this design. 


3. Admission require- 
ments. 

1 


Admission requirements: 


Admission require- 
ments: 


ja. overall grade 


a. overall grade 


a. overall ^grade 


ipoint average of 


point average of 


point average of 


2.35. 


2.75. 


2.35. 


b. must have senior 


b. must have complet- 


b. must have senior 


standing. 


ed at least 100 of 
128 semester hours 
prior to interning. 


standing. 


c. must have com- 


c. must have complet- 


c. must have com- 


pleted junior year 


ed all course work in 


pleted junior year 


professional educa- 


professional educa- 


professional educa- 


tion requirements. 


tion. 


tion requirements. 


d. recommendation 


d. favorable recom- 


d. recommendation 


by elementary edu- 


mendation from the 


by elementary edu- 


cation department. 


office of Dean of Men 
or Women concerning 
personality attri- 
butes. 


cation department. 



♦See bibliography: Wisconsin State-University— -La CrossCj 
1968, I97O; Schmidt, no date given; and Altman, 1969i 1970. 



I 




student Teaching 

e. screened by the 
chairman of the 
department. 



f, statement from 
the University 
Health Service at- 
testing to accept- 
able physical con- 
dition. 

g. no special li- 
cense required. 



h. no interview 
prior to student 
teaching. 



i, must attend spe- 
cial orientation 
meeting with co-op- 
erating teachers, 
supervisory teach- 
ers and building 
principals. 

j. no contract re- 
quired with the 
school district. 



4. Attendance at 
school orientation 
meetings prior to as- 
sumption of teaching 
duties in the fall 
varies from school to 
school. 



APPENDIX B (cont. ) 
Interning 

e. screened by a com- 
mittee selected by 
the Teacher Education 
Council before a fi- 
nal selection is 
made. 

f. statement from the 
University Health Sei 
vice attesting to ac- 
ceptable physical 
condition. 



g. must obtain an In- 
tern License issued 
by the Superintendent 
of Public Instruction.] 

h. may or may not be 
interviewed by the 
local school adminis- 
trators. (They must 
concur with appoint" 
ment or adjustment 
will be made before 
appointment is final. 

i. must attend a sum- 
mer orientation ses- 
sion held in Madison. 
(This is a require- 
ment for both fall & 
spring interns. ) 



j. must sign an in- 
ternship contract 
with the school dis- 
trict to v/hich as - 
signed. 

attendance at school 
{orientation meetings 
prior to the ass\imption 
|of teaching duties is 
required. 
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Micro— team 

e. screened by the 
chairman of the 
department. 



f. statement from 
the University 
Health Service at- 
testing to accept- 
able physical con- 
dition. 

g. no special li- 
cense required. 



h. no interview 
prior to student 
teaching. 



i, must attend spe- 
cial orientation 
meeting with co-op- 
erating teachers, 
supervisory teach- 
ers and building 
principals. 

j. no contract re- 
quired with the 
school district. 



Attendance at school 
I orientation meetings 
prior to assumption 
of teaching duties 
in the fall varies 
from school to school. 



O 
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APPENDIX B (cont.) 



Student TeachinK ^ 


Interning 


Micro-team 


5. Not considered 
full time employees 
by district to which 
assigned; however, 
have same profes- 
sional responsibili- 
ties to local school 
authorities as do 
regular members of 
the staff. 


Considered full time 
employees and have same 
responsibilities to 
local school authori- 

f 

ties as do regular mem- 
ber|s of the staff. 

f 


Not considered full 
time employees by 
district to which as- 
signed; however, have 
same professional re- 
sponsibilities to 
local school authori- 
ties as do regular 
members of the staff. 


6. Spend one semester 
in cooperating school 
following university 
calendar. 


Spend one semester in 
cooperating school 
follovring local school | 
calendar. 


Spend one semester in 
cooperating school 
follov/ing university 
calendar. 


7. No indication of 
percentage of teach- 
ing duties. 


Teaching duties should 
not exceed 40-50% of a 
regular teaching re- 
sponsibility. 


No indication of 
percentage of teach- 
ing duties. 


8. Instructional 
planning sessions are 
arranged by the co-op- 
erating teacher & the 
student teacher which 
take place either be- 
fore or after school 
or when a special 
teacher takes over. 


Instructional planning 
sessions are provided 
for as part of the 
team teaching organi- 
zation. 


Weekly planning ses- 
sions of four hours 
during the school day 
are provided. These 
planning sessions are 
in addition to those 
which may take place 
before or after 
school or when a 
special teacher takes 
over. 


9. Receive no stipend. 


Paid $1500 per semester 
of service 


Receive no stipend. 


10. Receive ten se- 
mester hours credit. 


Receive ten semester 
hours credit. 


Receive ten semester 
hours credit. 



APPENDIX C 



INSTRUMENTS 

C-1 "THIS I BELIEVE" TEST (TIB) 

C-2 PHILOSOPHIES OF HUMAN NATURE SCALE (PHN) 
C-3 MINNESOTA TEACHER ATTITUDE INVENTORY (MTAI) 
C-4 PRACTICE TEACHING lOTENTORY 
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APPENDIX C-1 



"THIS I BELIEVE" TEST* 



Name 



OPINION SURVEY 
Date 



School 



Grade Level 



Se x Male or Female 

(circle one) 



Position (check tv/o) 

Student 

____ Student Teacher 

Micro-team Teacher 
_____ Intern 

_____ Cooperating Teacher working 
v/ith: 

Student Teacher 
_____ Micro-team Teacher 
Intern 



INSTRUCTIONS 

In the follov/ing pages you will be asked to write your opinions 
or beliefs about several topics. Please vrrite aX least three (3) sen- 
tences about each topic. You will be timed on each topic at a pace 
that v/ill make it necessary for you to work rapidly. 

Be sure to write v/hat you genuinely believe. 

You must write on the topics in the order of their appearance. 
Wait to turn each page until the person in charge gives the signal. 

And once you have turned a page, do NOT turn back to it. 

PLEASE FO NOT OPEN THIS BOOKLET UNTIL YOU ARE INSTRUCTED TO BEGIN. 



*The general information section, the instructions, and each of 
the topics to follow appears on a separate half sheet of paper. 



This I believe about iunovations in teaching, 



This I believe about the American way of life* 



This I believe about science* 



This I believe about hippies* 



This I believe about religion* 



This I believe about friendship* 



This I believe about discipline* 



This I believe about people* 



This I believe about civil disobedience 



APPMDIX C-2 



PHILOSOPHIES OF HUMAN NATURE SCALE (PHN) 



This questionnaire is a series of attitude statements. Each repre- 
sents a commonly held opinion and there are no right or wrong answers. 
You will probably disagree with some items and agree with others. We 
are interested in the extent to which you agree or disagree with mat- 
ters of opinion. 

Read each statement carefully. Then, £n the separate answer sheet , 
indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree by blocking in the 
corresponding e.pace on the answer sheet with a No. 2 pencil. Mark 

as long as the pair of lines, and completely fill the area between 

the pair of lines. If you change your mind, erase your first mark 

COMPLETELY. The numbers and their meanings are indicated below: 



If you agree strongly 
If you agree somewhat 
If you agree slightly 
If you disagree slightly 
If you disagree somev/hat 
If you disagree strongly 



—circle +3 
-circle +2 
—circle +1 
—circle -1 
—circle -2 
-circle -3 



First impressions are usually best in such matters. Read each state- 
ment, decide if you agree or disagree and the strength of your opinion. 
Be sure to answer every statement . 

If you find that the numbers to be used in ansv/ering do not adequately 
indicate your own opinion, use the one which is closest to the way you 
feel. 



PHN Scale 



1« Great successes in lifC} like great artists and inventors* are 
usually motivated by forces they are unaware of* 

2. Most students will tell the instructor when he has made a mistake 
in adding up their score, even if he had given them more points 
than ;hey deserved. 

3* Most people will change the opinion they express as a result of 
an onslaught of criticism, even though they really don't change 
the v/ay they feel* 

4* Most people try to apply the Golden Rule even in today's complex 
society* 

5. A person's reaction to things differs from one situation to another. 

6* I find that my first impression of a person is usually correct* 

7* Our success in life is pretty much determined by forces outsxde 
OUT own control* 

8* If you give the average person a Job to do and leave him to do 
it, he will finish it successfully. 

9» Nowadays many people won't make a move until they find out v/hat 
other people think# 

10* Most people do not hesitate to go out of their way to help some- 
one in trouble. 

n* Different people react to the same situation in different ways* 

12* People can be described accurately by one term, such as "intro- 
verted," or "moral," or "sociable." 

13* Attempts to understand ourselves are usually futile* 

14. People usually tell the truth, even when they know they would be 
better off by lying. 

15* The important thing in being successful nov/adays is not how hard 
you work, but how well you fit in with the crowd* 

16. Most people will act as "Good Samaritans" if given the opportunity* 

17* Each person's personality in different from the personality of 
every other person. 

18* It's not hard to understand what really is important to a person. 

19* There's little one can do to alter his fate in life* 

20* Most students do not cheat when tald.ng an exam. 



21 • Th'3 typical student will cheat on a test when everybody else doeS| 
even though he has a set of ethical standards* 

22. ”Do unto others as you would have then do unto you" is a motto 
most people follow. 

23. People are quite different in their basic interests. 

24. I think I get a good idea of a person's basic nature after a brief 
conversation with him. 

25. Most people have little influence over the things that happen to 
them. 

26. Most people are basically honest. 

27. It's a rare person who will go against the crowd. 

28. The typical person is sincerely concerned about the problems of 
others. 

29. People are pretty different from one another in what "makes them 
tick." 

jf j could ask a person three questions about himself (and assum** 
ing he would answer them honestly) | I would know a great deal 
about him. 

31. Host people have an unrealistically favorable view of their own 
capabilities. 

32. If you act in good faith with people, almost all of them will 
reciprocate with fairness tov;ards you. 

33. Most people have to rely on someone else to make their important 
decisions for them. 

34. Most people v/ith a fallout shelter would let their neighbors stay 
in it during a nuclear attack. 

35. Often a person's basic personality is altered by such things as 
a religious conversion, psychotherapy, or a charm course. 

36. -V/hen I meet a person, I look for one basic characteristic 

through which I try to understand him. 

37. Most people vote for a political candidate on the basis of unim- 
portant characteristics such as his appearance or name, rather 
than because of his stand on the issues. 

38. Most people lead clean, decent lives. 

39. The average person will rarely express his opinion in a group 
when he sees the others disagree v/ith him. 



40 . Most people would stop and help a person whose car is disabled. 

41. People are unpredictable in how they'll act from one situation 
to another. 

42. Give me a fev/ facts about a person and I'll have a good idea of 
whether I'll like him or not. 

43. If a person tries hard enough, he will usually reach his goals 
in life. 

44. People claim they have ethical standards regarding honesty and 
morality, but few people stick to them v/hen the chips are down. 

45. Most people have the courage of their convictions. 

46 * The average person is conceited. 

47 * People are pretty much alike in their basic interests. 

48. I find that my first impressions of people are frequently wrong. 

49. The average person has an accurate understanding of the reasons 
for his behavior. 

50. If you want people to do a o’ob right, you should explain things 
to them in great detail and supervise them closely. 

51. Most people can make their own decisions, uninfluenced by public 
opinion. 

52 . It's only a rare person v/ho v/ould risk his own life and limb to 
help someone else* 

53. People 2ire basically similar in their personalities. 

54 * Some people are too complicated for me to figure out. 

55. If people try hard enough, wars can be prevented in the future. 

56. If most people could get into a movie without paying and be sure 
they were not seen, they would do it. 

57. It is achievement, rather than popularity with ethers, that gets 
you ahead nowadays. 

58. It's pathetic to see an unselfish person in today's world be-., 
cause so many people take advantage of him. 

59. If you have a good idea about how several people will react to a 
certain situation, you can e-xpect most people to react the same way. 

60 . I think you can never really understand the feelings of other people 
* The average person is largely the master of his own fate* 
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62. Most people are not really honest for a desirable reason; they're 
afraid of getting caught. 

63. The average person will stick to his opinion if he thinks he's 
right, even if others disagree. 

64. People pretend to care more about one another than they really do. 

65. Most people are consistent from situation to situation in the way 
they react to things. 

66. You can't accurately describe a person in Just a few words. 

67. In a local or national election, most people select a candidate 
rationally and logically. 

68. Most people would tell a lie if they could gain by it. 

69. If a student does not believe in cheating, he will avoid it even 
if he sees many others doing it. 

70. Most people inwardly dislike putting themselves out to help other 
people. 

71. A child who is popular will be popular as an adult, too. 

72. You can't classify everyone as good or bad. 

73. Most persons have a lot of control over what happens to them in 
life. 

74. Most people would cheat on their income tax if they had a chance. 

75. The person with novel ideas is respected in our society. 

76. Most people exaggerate their troubles in order to get sympathy. 

77. If I can see how a person reacts to one situation, I have a good 
idea of how he will react to other situations. 

78. People are too complex to ever be understood fully. 

79. Most people have a good idea of what their strengths and weak- 
nesses are. 

80. Nowadays people commit a lot of crimes and sins that no one else 
ever hears about. 

81. Most people will speak out for their own good. 

02, People are usually out for their own good. 

83. When you get right down to it, people are quite alike in their 
emotional makeup. 

84. people are ao complex, it ie hard to know what "makes them tick." 



APPENDIX C-5 



MINNESOTA TEACHER ATTITUDE INVENTORY (MTAI) 

The Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory is not included 
in this appendix. The following quotation is from page 2 of the 
1968 test catalog of the Psychological Corporation: 

Tests and other publications of THE PSYCHOLOGICAL CORPO* 
RATION are copyrighted and may not be reproduced in any form 
of printing or by any other means, electronic or mechanical 
(including, but not limited to, photocopying, audiovisual re- 
cording and transmission, and portrayal or duplication in any 
information storage and retrieval system) without permission 
in v/riting from the publisher. 

and further; 

Test copies may not be bound without special permission 
in theses or reports placed in libraries, or generally cir- 
culated, or accessible to the public. ; 

Readers wishing to examine the MTAI are advised to contact 
THE PSYCHOLOGICAL CORPORATION, 304 East 45th- Street , New York, New 
York, 10017 for specimen sets of this instrument. 



APPENDIX 04 



PRACTICE TEACHING INVENTORY 
(Practice Teacher) 



B. E. Altman 



Wisconsin State University-La Crosse 



DIRECTIONS 



This questionnaire, consists of a series of statements re- 
garding t.he type of practice teaching experience you had. Each 
question represents a general activity and is designed to measure 
the extent to which you engaged in this type of activity. There 
are no right or v/rong ansv/ers. 

Read each statement separately; then, on the separate an- 
swer sheet, indicate the extent to which you experienced the ac- 
tivity by blocking in the corresponding space on the answer sheet 
with a number two pencil. Mark as long as the pair of lines, and 
completely fill the area betv/een the pair of lines. If you change 
your mind, erase your first mark completely. The numbers and their 
meanings are indicated below. 



If your answer is ALWAYS 

If your answer is ALMOST AL'WAYS 

If your answer is USUALLY 

If your answer is OCCASIONALLY 

If your ansv/er is NEVER 



■block in 5' 
■block in 4 



■block in 3 
■block in 2 



block in 1 
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(Practice Teacher) 

I , I felt free to develop my own techniques for teaching any lesson. 

2 « I had time during the school day to do some planning for in- 
struction. 

3, I found that the teaching resources of the school— films, film- 
strips, tapes, tape recorders, etc.— were available to me on 
the same basis as to other teachers. 

if. I was encouraged by the cooperating teacher to make referrals 
to the special teachers in the district for obtaining special 
help for children v/ith special problems. 

5. During instruction I felt I had sufficient supervision from the 
cooperating teacher. 

6. During the planning sessions I felt encouraged to criticize my 
cooperating teacher's proposed lesson plans for the following 
day or v;eek. 

7. I was encouraged by the cooperating teacher to call in the 
parents of children who were having problems. 

8. In addition to supervision from the cooperating teacher, I felt 
I got sufficient help in evaluating my lessons from the univer- 
sity supervisor. 

9. Vftien the need arose, I felt free to make on the spot decisions 
about instruction. 

10 . I had time during the day to develop techniques for evaluating 
lessons. 

II . After teaching a lesson I felt I received constructive criti- 
cism of the lesson taught from the cooperating teacher or 
other members of the team. 

12 . I felt free to develop my ovm approach to introducing a lesson. 

13. The children’s achievement was cooperatively evaluated during 
the planning sessions. 

14. I was encouraged to give special help to those children whom I 
thought needed it. 

15. I had time during the school day to develop instructional .mate- 
rials. 

16 . Making decisions about what to teach was shared cooperatively 
by the cooperating teacher and myself or others on the team. 

17. I was expected to share with the cooperating teacher or other 
members on the team my evaluations of what I taught. 

87 



(Practice Teacher) 



18* I felt free to talk over discipline problems v/ith the cooperat- 
ing teacher or other members of my team* 

19* During the planning sessions I was able to express my ovm 
opinions about what should be taught* 

20* The tests used for evaluating learning were cooperatively 
developed. 

21* The cooperating teacher or other members of the team and I 
shared in making decisions about the physical arrangement of 
the classroom. 

22* I was encouraged to use the school records to learn about indi- 
vidual children's backgrounds. 

23* I hr'i sufficient time to plan with my cooperating teacher or 
oth_. members of my team* 

24* I was encouraged to try out the instructional innovations that 
I developed. 

25* The cooperating teacher talked over his discipline problems 
with me or other members of the team* 

26* The cooperating teacher and I discussed the findings of our 
unit tests. 

27* After the first few weeks the cooperating teacher let me make 
my ovm decisions concerning classroom management. , 

28* During a teaching demonstration such as in science | I felt I 
could count oji the cooperating teacher to assist me in the 
lesson. 

29* The building principal gave me support in dealing with disci- 
pline problems. 

30* In a p lannin g session the cooperating teacher encouraged me to 
express my opinions about what to teach. 

31* Teacher made materials were shared by . the cooperating teacher(s) 
and myself. 

32* Together the cooperating teacher and I evaluated what we taught* 

33* The tests given the children were cooperatively developed by 
the cooperating teacher or members of the team and me. 

34* The university staff member gave me help in dealing with dis- 

. .. cipline problems* 







(Practice Teacher) 

35 . I felt that the cooperating teacher encouraged me to express 
ray opinions about what to eva:luate. 

36 . The amount of time allocated for weekly and daily planning 
sessions v;as adequate. 

37. During the planning sessions I felt on an equal professional 
status with the cooperating teacher and other members of the 
team. I didn't feel I was being treated as a student. 

\ 

38. During the planning sessions I felt there v/as a free and in- 
forraal atmosphere for the exchange of ideas about what to teach 
and hov^ to teach. 

39. In addition to evaluating my ovm lessons I was encouraged to 
evaluate my cooperating teacher's lessons. 

ifO. I found I v/as treated by other teachers in the building with 
the same respect and dignity as other staff members. 



I 
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APPENDIX C-4 

PRACTICE TEACHING INVENTORY 
(Cooperating Teacher) 

B. E. Altman 

y/isconcin State University— La Crosse 




DIRECTIONS 



This questionnaire consists of a series of statements re- 
garding the type of practice teaching experience you administered. 
Each question represents a general activity and is designed to 



measure the extent to which you engaged in this type of activity. 
There are no right or wrong ansv;ers. 

Read each statement separately; then, on the separate answer 
sheet, indicate the extent to which you experienced the activity 
by blocking in the corresponding space on the answer sheet with a 
number two pen(j:il. Mark as long as the pair of lines, and com- 
pletely fill the area betvreen the pair of lines.« If you change 
your mind, erase your first mark completely. The numbers and 
their meanings are indicated below: 



If your answer 
If your answer 
If your answer 
If your answer 
If your ansv/er 



is ALWAYS 
is ALMOST ALWAYS 
is USUALLY 
is OCCASIONALLY 
is NEVER 



-block in 5* 
-block in 4* 
-block in 3« 
-block in 2. 
-block in 1. 
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(Cooperating Teacher) 

1, The practice teacher was made to feel free to develop her own 
techniques for teaching any lesson. 

2. The practice teacher had some time during the day to do some 
planning for instruction. 

5. The teaching resources of the school— films, film strips, tapes, 
tape recorders, etc.— were available to the practice teacher on 
the same basis as to other teacners# 

4. I encouraged the practice teacher to make referrals 

cial teachers in the district for obtaining special help for 
children v;ith special problems. 

5. During instruction I felt I gave the practice teacher sufficient 
supervision. 

6. During the planning sessions I encouraged the practice teacher 
to criticize my proposed lesson plans for the following day or 

week. 

7. I encouraged the practice teacher to call in the parents of 
children who v;ere having problems. 

8. In addition to m supervision. I felt the practice teacher got 
efficient help in evaluating his lessons from the university 

supervisor. 

9. When the need arose, the practice teacher felt free to make on 
the spct decisions about instruction. 

10. The practice teacher was given time during the day to develop 
techniques for evaluating lessons. 



11 I felt that the practice teacher, after teaching a lesson, re- 
ceived constructtve criticism of the lesson taught, either from 
me or from other members of the team. 



12. The practice teacher was free to develop his own approach to 
teaching a lesson. 

13. The children's achievement was cooperatively evaluated during 
the planning sessions. 

H. The practice teacher was encouraged to give special help to 
those children whom he thought needed it. 

15. The practice teacher had time diiring the school day to develop 
instructional material. 



16 . 



Making decisions 
by the practice 



about what to teach was shared cooperative^ 
teacher and myself or other members of the team. 



(Cooperating Teacher) 



17. The practice teacher talked over his discipline problems with 
me or other members of the team. 

19 . During the planning sessions, I encouraged the practice teachers 
to express their ov/n opinions about what should be taught. 

20. The tests used for evaluating learning were cooperatively de- 
velopedv 

21. The practice teacher or other members of the team and I shared 
in making decisions about the physical arrangement of the class- 
room. 

22 . I encouraged the practice teacher to use school records to learn 
about individual children's backgrounds. 

23 . There was sufficient time to plan v/ith the practice teacher or 
other members of the team. 

24. The practice teacher was encouraged to try out the instructional 
innovations he had developed. 

25 . I talked over my discipline problems v/ith the practice teacher 
or other members of the team. 

26. The practice teacher and I discussed the findings of our unit 
tests. 

27. After the first few weeks I let the practice teacher make his 
own decisions concerning classroom management. 

28. During a teaching demonstration such as in science, I encouraged 
the practice teacher to let me assist her in the lesson. 

29. The building principal gave the practice teacher support in 
dealing with discipline problems. 

30 . In a planning session I encouraged the practice teacher to ex«- 
press his opinions about what to teach. 

31. Teacher made materials were shared by the practice teacher and me. 

32. Together the practice teacher and I evaluated what v/e taught. 

33» The tests given the children were cooperatively developed by 
the practice teacher or members of the team and me. 

34. The university staff member of JTered the practice teacher suggestions 
in dealing with discipline problems. 

35 . The practice teacher was encouraged to express his opinions about 
what to evaluate. 



(Cooperating Teacher) 

The amount of time allocated for weekly and daily planning was 
adequate* 

During the planning sessions I tried to make the practice teacher 
feel we were on an equal professional status. He ;vas not treated 

as a student* 

During the planning sessions I felt there was a free and in- 
formal atmosphere for the exchange of ideas about what to teach 

and how to teach. 

I encouraged the practice teachers to evaluate my lessons. 

I found the other teachers in the building treated the practice 
teachers with the same respect and dignity as they treated 
other staff members. 
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WISCONSIN STATE UNIVERSITY 
La Crosse, Wisconsin 



Dear 



A governinent funded research project is currently underv/ay to 
evaluate the effectiveness of different types of practice teaching 
(student teaching, micro-team teaching, and interning). This pro- 
ject, started last September, necessitated the gathering of data 
at the beginning and close of the semester from cooperating teachers 
and practice teachers. 

Now that we are at the close of the first semester , we are once 
again asking a sample of cooperating teachers and practice teachers 
to answer some questions designed for completing the project. We 
are asking to participate only those people who have not previously 
answered these questionnaires. 

Since the questionnaire must be administered by someone on the 
project, we are not permitted to include copies of it with this 
letter. Therefore, we have set up the following dates and places 
for administering the questionnaire forms: 

Tuesday, January 12 4:15-5:30 P.M. 219 Main Hall 

Wednesday, January 13 4:15-5:30 P.M. 219 Main Hall 



If it is not possible for you to come on either of the above 
dates, cortact me (785-1800, Ext. 256) and a special time will be 
arranged. All persons contacted must fill out the questionnaire. 



Cordially, 



Burton E. Altman 
Professor of Education 
V/isconsin State University 
La Crosse, Wisconsin 54601 
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TEr-TiNG PROCEDURES 
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Directions for administering the PHN, Opinion Survey, and the Minn 
sota Teacher Attitude Inventory: 

The sequence for administering the tests is as follovifs: 



Test I - PHN: 

A, No time limit 

B, Use pencils 

C, Fill out information date on IBM scoring sheet 

D» Respondents are to answer all the questions. 

E. Read directions on the cover sheet to them. 

Do not attempt to interpret any questions for 
the respondent. If the respondent should ask 
the examiner to explain the meaning of a 
specific item, the examiner should simply say that 
the subject's interpretation of the items is an 
important factor in the Inventory and that he 
should, therefore, answer the items according to 
his ovm understanding of them. 

F. Collect tests and IBM answer sheets. 



Test II - Opinion Survey: 

A. Fill out data on the cover sheet identifying 
whether the respondent is a practice teacher 
or cooperating teacher. 

B. Read to the respondents the instructions. 

C. This is a timed test. 

D. Say, "Turn to Page 3" —give them 5 seconds to 
read the statement. Say, "V/rite your opinion. " 
Give them 60 seconds to answer the statement. At 
the end of 60 seconds, say, "Turn to Page 4" and 
give them 5 seconds to read the statement. Say, 
"V/rite your opinion. " Repeat this operation until 
they finish the last question on Page 11. 

E. This test must be timed carefully. 



Testilll ^ft.nnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory: 

A. Nb~\ime lirdt. 

B. Fill out the data on the top of the page. In 
place of college and class, have the respondent 
indicate whether he is a cooperating teacher or 
practice teacher. 

C. Follow the directions given on page 5 of the 
manual. 
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2 


0. 


0. 


0. 


1. 


2. 


SQUi\RE 


3 


0. 


0. 


0. 


3. 


2. 


5.149 
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QUESTION NUMBER 32 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




1 


0. 


0. 


1. 


4. 


5. 


CHI- 


2 


0. 


0. 


1. 


1. 


1. 


SQUARE 


3 


0. 


0. 


2. 


2. 


1. 


2.378 
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QUESTION NUMBER 31 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




1 


0. 


1. 


1. 


0. 


10. 


CHI- 


2 


1. 


0. 


0. 


1. 


10. 


SQUARE 


3 


0. 


0. 


1. 


1. 


3* 


7.334 



ERROR 1 



QUESTION NUMBER 31 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




1 


0. 


1. 


0. 


1. 


9. 


CHI- 


2 


1. 


1. 


2. 


1. 


7. 


SQUARE 


3 


0. 


1. 


1. 


0. 


3. 


4.765 



ERROR 1 



QUESTION NUIIBER 32 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




1 


0. 


1. 


3. 


0. 


7. 


CHI- 


2 


1. 


5. 


3. 


2. 


1. 


SQUARE 


3 


1. 


0. 


1. 


0. 


3. 


13.985 
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COOPERATING TEACHERS STUDENT TEACHERS 

QUESTION NUMBER 33 QUESTION NUIffiER 33 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


* 




1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




1 


0. 


0. 


4. 


5. 


0. 


. CHI- 


1 


3. 


2. 


1 . 


1. 


5. 


CHI- 


2 


0. 


0. 


1. 


2. 


0. 


SQUARE 


2 


2. 


2. 


4. 


2. 


2. 


SQUARE 


3 


1. 


1. 


0. 


2. 


1. 


9.654 


3 


2. 


0. 


2. 


1. 


0. 


7.301 



ERROR 1 ERROR 1 



QUESTION NiniBER 34 

12 3 4 3 



1 




1. 


3. 


1. 


1 . 


CHI- 


2 


1. 


1. 


1. 


0. 


0. 


SQUARE 


3 


2. 


1. 


2. 


0. 


0. 


2.528 






ERROR 1 








QUESTION 

1 


NUMBER 55 
2 3 4 


5 




1 


0. 


0. 


4. 


5. 


1. 


CHI- 


2 


0. 


0. 


2. 


0. 


1. 


SQUARE 


3 


0. 


1. 


2. 


1. 


1. 


5.899 



ERROR 1 



QUESTION NUMBER 34 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




1 


6. 


2. 


5. 


0. 


1. 


CHI- 


2 


5. 




2. 


1. 


0. 


SQUARE 


3 


2. 


1. 


1. 


1. 


0. 


4.585 



ERROR 1 



QUESTION NimSER 35 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




1 


0. 


1. 


2. 


2. 


7. 


CHI- 


2 


0. 


0.- 


4# 






SQUARE 


3 


0. 


0. 


1. 


0. 


4# 


5.864 



ERROR 1 



QUESTION KUI'SER 36 QUESTION NUMBER 36 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 






1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




1 


3. 


1. 


5. 


1. 


0. 


CHI- 


1 


3 . 


2. 


1. 


3 . 


3 . 


CHI- 


2 


0. 


0. 


0. 




1. 


SQUARE 


2 


0. 


1. 


0. 


5 . 


6. 


SQUARE 


3 


2. 


2. 


0. 


0. 


1. 


15.919 


3 


1. 


1. 


1. 


0. 


2. 


8.732 



Ei?ROR 1 ERROR 1 
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COOPERATING TEACHERS 



QUESTION NUMBER 37 



STUDENT TEACHERS 
QUESTION NUI“IBER 37 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




1 


0. 


0. 


1. 


1. 


8. 


CHI- 1 


1. 


0. 


1. 


1. 


9. 


CHI- 


2 


0. 


0. 


0. 


0. 


3. 


SQUARE 2 


0. 


0. 


0. 


6« 


6« 


SQUARE 


3 


0. 


0. 


0. 


2. 


3. 


3.599 3 


0. 


0. 


0. 


1. 


4. 


7.501 
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QUESTION NUMBER 38 



ERROR 1 

QUESTION NUMBER 38 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 






1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




1 


0. 


0. 


0. 


1. 


9. 


CHI- 


1 


1. 


0. 


2. 


1. 


8. 


CHI- 


2 


0. 


0. 


0. 


2. 


1. 


SQUARE 


2 


1. 


0. 


1. 


0. 10. 


SQUARE 


3 


0. 


0. 


0. 


2. 


3. 


4.209 


3 


0. 


0. 


0. 


1. 


4. 


3.786 
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ERROR 1 



QUESTION NUMBER 39 



QUESTION NUMBER 39 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 






1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




1 


0. 


2. 




3. 


1. 


CHI- 


1 




1. 


3. 


1. 


3. 


CHI- 


2 


0. 


1. 


2. 


0. 


0. 


SQUARE 


2 


3. 


4# 


2. 


1. 


1. 


SQUARE 


3 


0. 


1. 


1. 




1 . 


3.077 


3 


0. 


2. 


1. 


0. 


2. 


6.184 
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QUESTION NUMBER 40 



ERROR 1 



QUESTION NUMBER 40 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 






1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




1 


0. 


0. 


0. 


4. 


6« 


CHI- 


1 


1. 


1. 


0. 


1. 


8. 


CHI- 


2 


0. 


0. 


1. 


1. 


1. 


SQUARE 


2 


1. 


1. 


0. 


2. 


7. 


SQUARE 


3 


0. 


0. 


0. 


1. 


4. 


6.072 


3 


0. 


0. 


0. 


1. 


4. 


1.472 



ERROR 1 
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109 

115 



APPEuDIX F — SE-ffiSTER II 



1 

I 



O 
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COOPERATING TEACHERS 
QUESTION NUMBER 1 





1 


2 


3 




5 




1 


1. 


1. 




7. 


4. 


CHI- 


2 


0. 


0. . 


0. 


1. 


2. 


SQUARE 


3 


0. 


0. 


1 . 


!. 


0. 


4.352 



ERROR 1 



QUESTION Um-IBER 2 





1 


2 


3 


h 


5 




1 


1. 


1 . 


3» 


7. 


5. 


CHI- 


2 


0. 


0. 


0. 


1. 


2. 


SQUARE 


3 


0. 


0. 


1 . 


0* 


1. 


4.178 



ERROR 1 



QUESTION NUMBER 3 





1 


2 




4 


5 




1 


2. 


0. 


1 • 


1. 


13. 


CHI- 


2 


0. 


c» 


0. 


0. 


3. 


SQUARE 


3 


1. 


0. 


0. 


0. 


1. 


3.374 



ERROR 1 



STUDENT TEACHERS 
QUESTION NUMBER 1 





.1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




1 


1. 


2. 


5. 




4. 


CHI- 


2 


0. 


1. 


2. 


2. 


4. 


SQUARE 


3 


0. 


1. 


0. 


1. 


2. 


3.532 



ERROR 1 



QUESTION NUr^SER 2 





1 2 


3 


4 


5 




1 


0. 6. 


6. 


3. 


1. 


CHI- 


2 


1. . 2.^ 


2. 


2. 


2. 


SQUARE 


3 


0./ 0. 


0. 


3- 


1. 


11.051 




/ ERROR 1 
1 








QUESTION NUMBER 3 

1234 


5 




1 


1. 0. 


1. 


1. 


14 . 


CHI- 

A 


2 


0. 0. 


0. 


2. 


7 . 


• 

SQUARE 


5 


0. 0. 


0. 


0. 


4 . 


3.730 



ERROR 1 



QUESTION imiBER h 





1 


2 


3 


if 


5 




1 


5. 


6. 


3. 


2. 


1. 


CHI- 


2 


1. 


2. 


0. 


0. 




1 

SQUARE 


3 


0. 


0. 


1 . 


0. 


1. 


8.501 



ERROR 1 



QUESTION NUMBER 4 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




1 


11. 


3. 


1. 


1 . 


1. 


CHI- 


2 


6. 


1. 


2. 


0. 


0. 


SqUARE 


5 


2. 


0. 


1. 


0. 


1. 


5.983 



ERROR 1 




CCX)PERATIKG 


TEACHERS 






STUDENT TEACHERS 




QUESTION HUMBER 5 






QUESTION NU>I3ER 5 






1 


2 


3 


h 


5 






1 


IL 


3 


4 


5 




1 0. 


2. 


0. 


8. 


7. 


CHI- 


1 


1. 


2 • 




4* 


7. 

• • # # 


CHI- 


2 0. 


0. 


0. 


2. 


1 . 


SQUARE 


• • • 

2 


0. 


1 . 


2. 


3. 


3. 


SQUARE 


O 

• 


0. 


0. 


1. 


1. 


0.867 


3 


0. 


1. 


1. 


1. 


1. 


1.843 




ERROR 1 












ERROR 1 








QUESTION HUMBER 


6 






QUESTION NUMBER 


6 






1 


2 


3 


4 


5 






1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




1 5. 


8. 


1. 


2. 


1 . 


CHI- 


1 


10. 


4. 


1. 


0. 


2. 


CHI- 


2 0. 


1. 


2. 


0. 


0. 


SQUARE 


2 


0. 


4- 


0. 


2. 


3. 


SQUARE 


3 0. 


0. 


0. 


1. 


1. 


lb. 236 


3 


1. 


0. 


I. 


2. 


0. 


19.798 




ERROR 1 












ERROR 1 








QUESTION 


HUMBER 


7 






QUESTION HUMBER 


7 






1 


2 


3 


/> 


5 






1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




1 10. 


0. 


5. 


C. 


2. 


CHI- 


1 


12. 


2. 


3. 


0. 


0. 


CHI- 


2 3- 


0. 


0. 


0. 


0. 


SQUARE 


2 


6. 


2. 


0. 


1. 


0. 


SQUARE 


3 0. 


0. 


1. 


0. 


1. 


5.649 


3 


2. 


1. 


t. 


0. 


0. 


4.963 




ERROR 1 












ERROR 1 








QUESTION HUMBER 


8 






QUESTION 


KU^UJER 8 






1 


2 


3 


L 


3 






1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




1 2. 


5. 


4. 


3. 


3- 


CHI- 


1 


5. 


5- 


2. 


3. 


2. 


CHI- 


2 0. 


3. 


0. 


0. 


0. 


SQUARE 


2 


0. 


4. 


1. 


2. 


2. 


SQUARE 


3 0.' 


1. 


0. 


0. 


1. 


7.459 


3 


0. 


2. 


2. 


0. 


C. 


9.429 
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COOPERATING TLACHERS 
QUESTION NUMBER 9 





1 


2 


3 




5 


1 


2. 


1. 


1 . 




11. 


2 


0. 


0. 


0. 


1 • 


2. 


3 


1 . 


0. 


0. 


1. 


0. 



ERROR 1 



QUESTION KUJ»ER 10 





1 


2 


3 


U 


3 


1 


c. 


3* 


L. 


9. 




2 


0. 


0. 


2. 


K 


0. 


3 


0. 


0. 


1 . 


0. 


1. 



ERROR 1 



QUESTION NUMBER H 





1 


2 


3 


L 


5 


1 


0. 


2. 


1. 


:> 

Om 


6* 


2 


0. 


0. 


2. 


1. 


0. 


3 


0. 


0. 


1. 


1. 


0. 



ERROR 1 



QUESTION HUMBER IP. 





1 


2 


3 




5 


1 


1. 


1. 


2. 




5. 


2 


0. 


0. 


0- 


0 * 


3. 


3 


1. 


0. 


0. 


1. 


0. 



ERROR 1 



ERIC 







STUDENT TEACHERS 






QUESTION 2.UM3ER 


9 










1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




CHI- 


1 


1. 


2. 


1. 


9. 


<1. 


CHI- 


SQJARE 


2 


0. 


0. 


1. 






SQUARE 


6.159 


3 


0. 


0. 


1. 


0. 


3. 


8.143 








ERROR 1 










QUESTION 


NUMBER 


10 










1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




CHI- 


1 


2. 


9. 




1. 


1. 


CHI- 


SQUARE 


2 


1. 


2. 


4. 


2. 


0. 


SQUARE 


N.372 


3 


0. 


1. 


0- 


3. 


0. 


12.839 








ERROR 1 










QUESTION 


liUTTBI-.R 


1 1 










1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




CEI“ 


1 


2. 


3. 


8. 


2. 


2. 


CHI- 


SQUARE 


2 


0. 


2m 


3. 


4. 


0. 


SQUARE 


8. 875 


3 


0. 


2. 


1 . 


1. 


0. 


7. 7*^3 








ERROR 1 










QUESTION NUMBER 


12 










1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




CHI~ 


1 


2. 


3. 


2. 


5. 


5. 


CHI- 


SQU ARb 


2 


0. 


1 • 


1. 


2. 


5. 


SQUARE 


10.748 


3 


0. 


1. 


0. 


0. 


3. 


5.540 








ERROR 1 









1 12 



COOPt'MATIiiG TK iCHEK-i 
QUESTION NUHBSa ».» 





\ 2 


3 


h 


5 


1 


0. 1. 


6. 






2 


0. 0. 


1 . 


• • 


1 . 


3 


0. 0. 


2. 


iU 


0 . 




EkHOH 1 






QUES'i'iOh iiWfBER 


n. 






1 2 


3 




5 


1 


1. 2. 


0. 




* !>• 


2 


0 

• 

C 

• 


1 . 




i • 


3 


0. 


0. 




' fm 




LF.’iiOR 1 






QUESTION NUJ^BKR 


< :> 






1 2 


3 


1 . 




1 


1. 2. 


3« 


?. 


u. 


2 


• 

0 

• 

0 


1 . 




u 


3 


0 

• 

0 

• 


1 . 


> • 


O- 




LHROH 1 






QUEST I on KT 


IRER 








1 2 


3 


h 


5 


1 


0. 2. 


1. 


7. 


7. 


2 


• 

0 

• 

0 


O 4 


c. 


3» 




0. 1. 




0 . 


1 . 



ERi?0:^ 1 



ERIC 







STU. ENT TEACH *U?S 






quESTioK * nraEH 


13 










1 - 3 


4 


5 




OKI- 


1 


3» 


2. 


3. 


CHI- 


Si^IIAHE 


2 


1. A. 


1. 


2. 


SQUARE 




3 


0» ^ J • 


1. 


1 . 


4.281 






KPROR 1 










QUESTION r:n:riF.R 


t/4 










1 2 3 


a 


3 




niii» 


1 


t : m 0» 


6 . 


6. 


CHi- 


AHti 


2 


0» ..?• 




3» 


SqilARE 


1 73‘- 


3 


0. ! . i . 


0. 


2. 


1 0. M»6 






ERROR 1 










QUESTION 


13 










1 2 3 


1, 


s 




r.'tii"" 


1 


^ • 6# 


2. 


1 • 


CHT- 


squARE 


2 


2* « 


3. 


0. 


SQUARE 


2.5^v 


3 


0. 0. 3* 


1. 


0. 


9.059 






F.RROE 1 










QUESTION niI3E? 


16 










1 2 5 


a 


3 




CHI- 


1 


o« 


7. 


2. 


CHI- 


SqUARE 


2 


0» * • ^ • 




5» 


SQU.\RE 


6.309 


3 


0. .0. 


3- 


0. 


5.04N 






.%PROR 1 
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COOPERATIHG TEACHER? 



STUDENT TEACHERS 



QUESTION mJ^:BER 17 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




1 


0. 


1 . 


1. 


7 . 


7 . 


CHI- 


2 


0. 


0. 


2. 


0. 


1. 


SQUARE 


3 


0. 


0. 


1. 


1. 


0. 


S .531 



• • • • • • • 

ERROR 1 



QUESTION NUMBER 1? 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




1 


0. 


£. 


6. 


2. 


1. 


cni- 


2 


0. 


3. 


2. 


4. 


0. 


SQUARE 


3 


1. 


0. 


1. 


1. 


1. 


11».199 



ERROR 1 



QUESTION NUI3BR 1B 



12 3^5 



1 


1. 


1 . 


0. 


5 - 


10. 


CHJ- 


2 


0. 


0» 


2. 


1. 


0. 


SQUARE 


3 


0. 


1. 


0. 


1. 


c. 


20. 289 

f 



ERROR 1 



QUESTION NUMBER 
^ 


18 

~7T“ 


“3 — 




1 2. 2. 


0. 


6. 


7. 


CHI- 


2 0« ^ • 


0. 


2. 


6. 


SQUARE 


3 0. 0. 


2. 


0. 


2.. 


17.366 



ERROR 1 



QUESTION inJTIBER 19 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




1 


1. 


2- 


1. 


5 - 


3 . 


CHI- 


2 


0. 


0. 


0. 


1. 


2. 


SQUARE 


3 


0. 


1 . 


0. 


0. 


1. 


3.790 



ERROR 1 



QUESTION KUK3ER 20 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




1 


1. 


3 . 


3 . 


8. 


2. 


CHI- 


2 


0. 


0. 


0. 


2, 


1. 


SQUARE 


3 


0. 


0 . 


1 . 


1. 


0. 


4.204 



QUESTION NUMBER 19 





1 2 


3 


4 


C 




1 


3* 4. 


3- 


5 . 


2. 


CHI- 


2 


0# 0» 


2. 


1. 


6. 


SQUARE 


3 


0. 0. 


1. 


2. 


1. 


13.104 




ERROR 1 








QUESTION NUMBER 


20 








1 2 


3 


4 


5 




1 


4 . 5 . 


6. 


2. 


0. 


CHI- 


2 


0 ^ 1 • 


5 . 


3 . 


0. 


SQUARE 


3 


1. 1. 


0. 


2. 


0. 


7.928 



ERROR 1 
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ERROR 1 



COOPEHATIHO TEACHZHS 



STUDENT TEACHERS 



QUESTION NUMBER 21 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




1 


1. 


1. 


4. 


6. 


5. 


CHI- 


2 


0. 


0. 


0. 


0. 


5. 


SQUARE 


3 


0. 


0. 


1. 


1. 


0. 


7.450 



ERROR 1 



QUESTION inmBER 22 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




V 


- . 3. 


2. 


2. 


0. 


10. 


cni- 








• • 


a . a a . 




2 


0. 


0. 


0. 




' 1. 


* SQUAT?E 


3 


0. 


0. 


1. 


1. 


0. 


15.738 



ERROR 1 



QUESTION NUMBER 23 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




1 


1. 


5 . 


4. 


5 . 




CHI- 


2 


0. 


0 . 


0. 


1 . 


2 . 


SQUARE 


3 


0 . 


1 . 


0. 


0 . 


1 . 


7.412 



ERROR 1 



QUESTION NUMBER 24 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




1 


1. 


0 . 


2 . 


7. 


7 . 


CHI- 


2 


0. 


0 . 


0 . 


1. 


2. 


SQUARE 


3 


0 . 


0 . 


1 . 


1. 


0. 


4.074 



ERROR 1 



QUESTION HUMBER 21 





1 


0 

ft* 


3 


4 


5 




1 


3 . 


5. 


3 . 


5. 


1 . 


CHI- 


2 


0. 


0 . 


1 . 


3 . 


5. 


SQUARE 


3 


0 . 


2 . 


1 . 


0. 


1 . 


13.718 



ERROR 1 



QUESTION NUMBER 22 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




1 


3 . 


G« 


0. 


2. 


6. 


CHI- 


2^ 


- c... 


pa 


2. 


4 . 


3 . 


SQUARE 


3 


0 . 


2. 


0. 


2. 


0. 


15.343 
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QUESTION NUMBER 23 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




1 


2. 


8. 


5 . 


0. 


2 . 


CHI- 


2 


0. 


1. 


1 . 


5 . 


2. 


SQUARE 


3 


0. 


1. 


0. 


2. 


1. 


15.584 



ERROR 1 



QUESTION NUMBER 24 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




1 


1. 


6. 


1. 


4 . 


5 . 


CHI- 


2 


0. 


2. 


3 . 


2. 


2. 


SQUARE 


3 


0. 


1. 


0. 


2. 


1. 


6.144 



ERROR I 



115 




COOPERATING TEACHERS 



STUDENT TEACHERS 



QUESTION NUMBER 25 





1 


2 


3 




5 




1 


2 . 


1 . 


0 . 


6 . 


8 . 


CKI- 


2 


0 . 


0 . 


1 . 


2 . 


0 . 


SO.UARE 


3 


1 . 


0 . 


0 . 


1 . 


0 . 


12.030 



ERROR 1 



QUESTION mifSER 26 





1 


2 


3 


h 


3 




1 


1. 


0. 


2. 


7 . 


?. 


CHI- 


2 


0. 


0. 


0. 


5» 


0 . 


SQUARE 


3 


0. 


0. 


1. 


1 . 


0. 


6.509 



ERROR 1 



QUESTION inJKBER 2? 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




1 


0. 


3 . 


2. 


10. 


2. 


CHI- 


2 


0 . 


0 . 


2. 


0. 


u 


SQUARE 


3 


0 . 


0 . 


0. 


2. 


0. 


9.130 



ERROR 1 



QUESTION Nin-fflER 28 





1 


2 


3 


L 


5 




1 


4 . 


4# 


4 . 


2 . 


2 . 


CHI- 


2 


1. 


0 . 


1 . 


1 . 


0 . 


SQUARE 


3 


.0. 


0 . 


2 . 


0 . 


0 . 


6.558 



ERROR 1 



QUESTION NUMBER 25 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




1 


1 . 


3 . 


5. 


3 . 


5. 


CHI- 


2 


0. 


1 . 


1. 


4. 


3 . 


SQUARE 


3 


1 . 


1 . 


1 . 


1. 


0. 


6.679 



ERROR 1 



QUESTION NUMBER 26 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




1 


2. 


3« 


7 . 




1 . 


CHI- 


2 


0. 


1. 


1. 


5. 


2 . 


SQUARE 


3 


1. 


0. 


2« 


1 . 


0 . 


8.576 



ERROR 1 



QUESTION NUMBER 27 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




1 


1 . 


3. 


2. 


6. 


5 . 


CHI- 


2 


0. 


1. 


2. 


2. 


4. 


SQUARE 


3 


0 . 


0. 


2. 


0. 


2. 


6. 1 61 



I3?ROR 1 



QUESTION irJMBER 28 





1 


2 




4 


5 




1 


2. 


4 . 


5 . 


2. 


4 . 


CHI- 


2 


1. 


1. 


0. 


4» 


3 . 


SQUARE 


3 


0. 


1. 


1. 


1 . 


1 . 


6.494 



ERROR 1 



116 







C00PERATI2IG TEACHERS 
QUESTION NUMBER 29 





1 


2 


3 


if 


5 




1 


3. 


2. 


3. 


1. 


8. 


CHI- 


2 


0. 


0. 


0. 


1. 


2. 


SQUARE 


3 


0. 


0. 


0. 


1. 


1. 


6.091 



ERROR 1 



QUESTION KUI13ER 30 





1 


2 


3 


if 


5 




1 


2. 


0. 


1. 


4. 10. 


CHI- 


2 


0. 


0. 


0. 


1 . 


2. 


SQUARE 


3 


0. 


0. 


1. 


1. 


0. 


6.1f70 



ERROR 1 



QUESTION HUMBER 





1 


2 


3 


if 


5 




1 


0. 


2. 




0. 11. 


CHI- 


2 


0. 


0. 


0. 


1. 


2. 


SQUARE 


3 


0. 


0. 


1. 


1 . 


0. 


10.397 



ERROR 1 



QUESTION NUI®ER 32 





1 


2 


5 


if 


5 




1 


0. 


1. 


3« 


if. 


9. 


CHI- 


2 


0. 


0. 


1. 


1. 


1. 


SQUARE 


3 


0. 


0. 


2. 


0. 


0. 


6.6lif 



ERROR 1 



STUDENT TEACHERS 
QUESTION NUMBER 29 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




1 


6. 


0. 


if. 


2. 


5. 


CHI- 


2 


1. 


0. 


1. 


1. 


6. 


SQUARE 


3 


0. 


1. 


1. 


1. 


1. 


12.337 



ERROR 1 



QUESTION H»n-3ER 30 





1 


2 


3 4 


5 




1 


2. 


3. 


6. 0. 


6. 


CHI- 


2 


0. 


1. 


1. 2. 


5. 


SQUARE 


3 


0. 


0. 


1. 2. 


1. 


11.325 






ERROR 1 






QUESTION NUMBER 31 
12 3 4 


5 




1 


1. 


3» 


4. 2. 


7. 


CHI- 


2 


0. 


1. 


1. 3. 


if. 


SQUARE 


3 


0. 


0. 


2. 1. 


1. 


5.065 



ERROR 1 



QUEST lOI' NUMBER 32 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


■ 


1 


2. 


7. 


1. 


5. 


2. 


CHI- 


2 


0. 


2. 


1. 


5. 


V. 


SQUARE 


3 


0. 


u 


2. 


1. 


0. 


8.766 



i.RROR 1 




123 



COOPERATIHG TF-ACiiKRS 



STUDENT TEACHERS 



QUEST lOi; NUMBER 





1 


a 


3 


u 


5 


1 


1. 


a. 




7. 


1. 




0. 


0. 


1. 


a. 


0. 


3 


0. 


1. 


1. 


0 . 


0. 



ERROR I 



QUESTION KUEJBER :JI» 





1 


2 




L 


5 


1 


/ 4 . 


3* 


« 4 . 


5. 


1. 


2 


1. 


1. 


1. 


G. 


0. 


3 


0. 


0. 


1. 


1. 


0. 



ERROR 1 



QUESTION NUMBER 35 





1 


2 


3 


Ii 


5 


1 


0. 


3. 


3. 


7. 




2 


0. 


0. 


a. 


0. 


1. 


3 


0. 


0. 


a. 


0. 


0. 



ERROR 1 



QUESTION inJHBER 5h 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


1 


3- 


3. 


4. 


4. 


3- 


2 


0. 


0. 


0. 


2* 


1. 


3 


0. 


1. 


0. 


0. 


1. 



ERROR 1 



ERIC 





QUESTION 

1 


NUMBER 

3 


33 

4 


5 




CHI- 


1 i* • 




2. 


1. 


CHI- 


SCiU/iRE 


a 0. 


2. 4. 


1. 


2. 


SQUARE 


4.400 


3 1. 


C« Zm 


1. 


0. 


7.417 






ERROR 1 










QUESTION NUMBER 
1 2 3 


34 

u 


5 




CHT- 


1 7. 


6. 2. 


1. 


1. 


CHI- 


SGUARE 


2 1. 


3. 3- 


2. 


0. 


SQUARE 


3.379 


3 0. 


3. 1. 


0. 


0. 


8.868 






ERROR 1 










QUESTION HlRiBER 35 
12 3 4 


5 




CHI- 


1 1. 


5- 3- 


5. 


3. 


CHI- 


SQUARE 


2 0. 


2. 2. 


1. 




SQUARE 


8.689 


3 0. 


1. 1. 


1. 


1. 


3.442 






ERROR 1 










QUESTION NUMBER 36 
12 3 4 


5 




CHI- 


1 4. 


7. 2. 


2. 


2. 


CHI- 


SQUARE 


2 0. 


1. 2. 




2. 


SQUARE 


7.056 


3 0. 


2. 0. 


1. 


1. 


9.414 






ERROR 1 









124 



COOPERATIKO TEACHERS 



STUDENT TEACHERS 



QUESTION NUMBER 37 QUESTION NUMBER 37 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 






1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




1 


1. 


1. 


d. 


1. 


12. 


CHI- 


1 


0. 


5. 


5. 


3. 


4. 


CHI- 


z 


0. 


0. 


0. 


ry 

Kfm 


3. 


SQUARE 


2 


0. 


1. 


1. 


1. 


6. 


SQUARE 


3 


1. 


0. 


0. 


1. 


0. 


1 1.000 


3 


0. 


2. 


0. 


0. 


2. 


7.246 



ERROR 1 ERROR 1 



'1 

\ 

QUESTION NUMBER 38 QUESTION KWIBER 38 « 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 






1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




1 


1 


1. 


1. 


1. 


2. 12. 


CHI- 


1 


0. 


6. 


A. 


3* 


4. 


CHI- 


2 


0. 


0. 


0. 


2. 


1. 


SQU/iRE 


2 


0. 


0. 


2. 


3. 


4. 


SQUARE 


i 

■1 


3 


0. 


1. 


0. 


1. 


0. 


10.736 


3 


0. 


0. 


2. 


0. 


2. 


8.338 


i 

1 



ERROR 1 ERROR 1 



I 

? 

I 

QUESTION NUMBER 39 QUESTION HUMBER 39 ! 





1 


2 3 


4 


5 






1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




1 


3. 


3* 


6. 


1. 


CHI- 


1 


7. 


7. 


2. 


1. 


0. 


CHI- 


2 


0. 


1. 2. 


0. 


0. 


SQUARE 


2 


3. 


1. 


4. 


1. 


0. 


SQUARE 


3 


0. 


0. 0. 


2. 


0. 


7.584 


3 


1. 


2. 


0. 


0. 


1. 


13.364 



ERROR 1 error 1 



QUESTION NUMBER kO 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




< 

i 


1. 


0. 


1. 


5. 10. 


CHI- 


2 


0. 


0. 


1. 


1. 


1. 


SQUARE 


3 


0. 


0. 


0. 


2. 


0. 


6.500 



ERROR 1 



QUESTION NUMBER 40 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




1 


0. 


2. 


6* 


3. 


6« 


CHI- 


2 


0. 


0. 


2. 


1. 


6. 


SQUARE 


3 


0. 


2. 


0. 


0. 


2. 


8. 928 



ERROR 1 




119 







APPENDIX 0 



LETTER FROn 0. J. HARVEY 
MARCH 12, 1971 




126 



I 



APPE2IDIX G 



University of Colorado 
Boulder, Colorado 



Inarch 12, 1971 



O 

ERIC 



Dr. Burton E. Altr.an 
Wisconsin State University 
La Crosse, Wisconsin 34601 

Dear Dr. Altman: 



You will note that we used six dimensions for the scoring. The 
system is self-explanatory, but perhaps a brief word is in order 
for each of the other five: Openness - our estimate of an individual's 
receptivity to alien or contradictory beliefs or inputs; richness - 
multiplicity of themes and overall information conveyed; evaluativeness 
- implications of good-bad, right-wrong, and other pejorative implica- 
tions; integration, wc would recommend you ignore, because, as it 
turned out, we could not score this effectively; cynicism — an expres- 
sion of distrust and a general feeling that nothing is worthwhile or 
matters. The two readers have reconciled any differences that nay 
have occurred between then on the scoring of systems; however, we 
elected to let the disagreement on the other dimensions stand as 
simply differences in our Judgments. I would recommend that you sum 
those and divide by two as your measure of those dimensions. 



Sincerely 



0. J. Harvey 
Professor 
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APPENDIX H 



UNIVERSITY OF HOLORADO 
Boulder, Colorado 

June 16, 1971 



Dr. Burton E» Altman 
Department of Education 
Wisconsin State University 
La Crosse, Wisconsin 54601 

Dear Dr. Altman: 

Finally, much later than vie had hoped, we are returning your TIB's to 
you. These have been scored by tv/o readers on systems plus 4 other 
dimensions. As before, the dimensions were on a five-point scale, with 
1 representing a small magnitude on the dimension and 5 representing 
the higher magnitude, irrespective of whether this dimension is con- 
sidered to be desirable or undesirable. Thus, the higher the score, 
the greater one is assumed to possess the atti'ibute. 

/ 

Evaluativeness, about which you inquired in your la^t letter, repre- 
sents the extent, to which the individual implies good-bad, right-wrong, 
and the general tendency to use a polarized either/6r scaling system 
for himself. A highly evaluative person v/ould be one who sees a large 
number of "wrongs" in the world and bothers rarely to mention v/hat' s 
right. Openness, on the other hand, is the assumed extent to which 
the individual would be tolerant toward or receptive to some idea that 
runs counter to his ov/n deeply held beliefs. Probably this comes very 
close to dogmatism as Rokeach has used the term. Low openness would 
imply high dogmatism or certitude and the implication that the indi- 
vidual had some eternal truth. Low closedness or high openness would 
imply, conversely, a v/illingness to examine one's own position and 
to seriously consider an ideology counter to one's own, although this 
does not necessarily mean that the respondent would internalize it as 
his own. 



Sincerely, 



0. J. Harvey 
Professor 

P.S. You will note that the two raters have agreed in each instance 
in the system of the respondent; however, we do not always agree on 
the magnitude of the dimensions. As last time, I v/ould suggest you 
let the average of each dimension represent the subject's score on 
that particular dimension. 



